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The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Father, in whose patient hands
the mighty seasons move with quiet
beauty, we acknowledge today our
great need for Your guidance. Lord, we
are challenged by complexities that re-
quire more than human wisdom. We
sometimes feel like children grasping
in the darkness, lost without light.

Bless this Government of the people,
for the people, and by the people. Guide
its leaders to strive to possess that
righteousness that exalts a nation and
to inspire others to pursue truth. En-
lighten the Members of this body with
Your wisdom, lest the darkness of our
times hide the paths of Your provi-
dence.

We commit this day to You, Lord, for
You are able to do exceedingly, abun-
dantly above all that we can ask or
imagine, according to Your power,
working in and through each of us. We
pray this prayer in Your holy Name.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable TED STEVENS led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

——
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a

Senate

period for the transaction of morning
business for up to 60 minutes, with the
first 30 minutes under the majority
leader or his designee and the second 30
minutes under the Democratic leader
or his designee.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today we
will have a period for morning business
for up to 60 minutes. Following that
hour for debate, we expect to begin
consideration of the State Department
authorization bill. We have not yet
locked in that agreement, but I am
hopeful we will be able to reach a con-
sent agreement shortly. Chairman
LUGAR is ready to proceed with the
bill. We hope to make substantial
progress during today’s session.

Under the order last night, we have
scheduled a vote for 4:45 p.m. today on
the adoption of a resolution relating to
Pope John Paul II. T anticipate we will
have additional votes today on amend-
ments to the State Department bill.

Also this evening, once we complete
our business for the day on the State
Department legislation, we will have a
70-minute period for debate on the
issue of Social Security. I encourage
all Members to remain for this impor-
tant question-and-answer period.

I also remind our colleagues that on
Wednesday, there will be a joint meet-
ing of the House and Senate to receive
an address by Ukrainian President
Viktor Yushchenko. That address is
scheduled for 11 a.m. Senators should
be in the Senate Chamber at 10:30 so we
may proceed to the Hall of the House of
Representatives.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Florida is recognized.

HONORING POPE JOHN PAUL II

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, this
morning, as the world has taken notice
of the passing of Pope John Paul II, I
rise to speak. I know the Senate today
will be taking a resolution to speak to
the issue of the Pope’s passing.

As a person of the Roman Catholic
faith myself, I thought it important
and appropriate that this morning I
take a few moments to speak to the
greatness of this man and the contribu-
tions he made not only to enriching
the faith life of those of us who prac-
tice the Roman Catholic faith, but to
the people of the world as a great
statesman and moral leader.

Pope John Paul was one of the re-
markable people of our times. His pa-
pacy lasted 26 years, which is the third
longest in the over 2,000-year history of
our church. But it was during tumul-
tuous and difficult times. Pope John
Paul was prepared for this papacy, pre-
pared for this mantle of leadership
through tremendous hardships in his
life. As a young person, he lost his
mother very early in life, only to be
followed by the very dramatic loss of
his only brother, and only a very few
years later the loss of his beloved fa-
ther. So at a very young age, as a very
young man, Pope John Paul was left
alone in the world without any close
family. He developed a long and strong
network of friendships that he main-
tained all through his life, and even
through the days of his papacy.

In addition, the Pope’s youth was
tempered by living under tyranny, by
the fact that in his youth he had to be
subjected to the tyrannical occupation
by Germany of his Polish homeland
and the persecution of people such as
himself—people of faith.

In addition, once that was over and
he began to seek his vocational pursuit
in the priesthood, he had to do so un-
derground, because subsequent to the
German occupation and the Nazi re-
gimes, and immediately thereafter, it
was followed by the Communist take-
over of Poland. Eastern Europe, as we
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all know, became engulfed and con-
tained by what came to be known, in
the words of Sir Winston Churchill, as
the Iron Curtain, with Poland falling
behind the walls of that Iron Curtain,
where religion was suppressed, faith
was not to be practiced openly, and
where he could not attend seminary
openly. He would have to do it in an
underground fashion.

The Pope’s preparation for his priest-
hood and his papacy was forged in the
difficult times that he faced not only
personally but also in his life as a cit-
izen of Poland. It then fell upon him to
be Pope at a time when the world was
undergoing change, and at a time when
the people of his beloved Poland were
energized as no other in history by his
papacy and his theme of ‘‘be not
afraid.” His trip back to Poland in the
early years of his papacy was punc-
tuated by his remarkable reception by
the people of Poland—people thirsty
for freedom, thirsty for an opportunity
to end the yoke of tyranny and com-
munism. So the papal visit was a tran-
scending moment in the history of Po-
land. As we now know, it was a tran-
scending moment in the history of our
world because it did signal the begin-
ning of the end of Communist rule in
Eastern Europe.

We know Pope John Paul worked
closely with several U.S. Presidents
but none more closely than President
Ronald Reagan, in those crucial years
when the Cold War came to a head, and
when we saw the beginning of the fray-
ing of what was a failed system, a sys-
tem that had only been maintained
through terror and fear. His theme of
““be not afraid’” began to be heard and
responded to, and the people of Poland
began that surge toward freedom,
which was inevitable in all of Eastern
Europe. So the Pope’s contribution
there was crucial, critical, and was
something that I think we all saw as a
tremendous contribution.

Of course, the Pope also visited the
United States on many occasions. I be-
lieve I have heard over the last several
days it was the second most visited
country after his beloved Poland. It
was with great significance that we re-
ceived him here, and it made a tremen-
dous difference in the life of our own
country. More recently, he visited
Cuba 8 years ago. Cuba is an impris-
oned land where there had never been a
papal visit. Also, it is a country ruled
under the same tyrannical communism
he saw in his native Poland during his
youth and he battled all during his
adult life being suppressed in his abil-
ity to worship freely.

Cuba happens to be the place where I
was born, where I began my life, and
where the principles of the Catholic
faith were taught to me early in life by
my family and my church. It was in
that same land that I came to under-
stand the meaning of oppression, tyr-
anny, and the lack of religious freedom
the Pope had experienced in his youth.
He and I, in different parts of the
world, in a sense shared a common ex-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

perience and understanding of the limi-
tations of freedom that are sometimes
placed upon people by governments
that do not respect what we find so
basic and so rightful, which is the right
of free speech and the right of prac-
ticing one’s religion freely. The Pope’s
trip to Cuba was a monumental thing
because it helped the people to begin
again to practice their faith in a more
open way. His theme of ‘‘be not afraid”
was heard by Cuba, and thousands of
Cubans were for the first time express-
ing their faith in an open way, in a way
they had not been permitted to do be-
fore, but which now they dare to do.

The Pope’s visit did not have the
same galvanizing political effect it had
in Poland, where it also led to political
change, but it did have a strong pas-
toral theme, a message that the people
of Cuba welcomed with open arms. It
also inspired the archbishop in
Santiago, Cuba, the second largest city
in Cuba, to speak forcefully about op-
pression in Cuba, the lack of religious
freedom, and continuation of oppres-
sion—the kind of religious oppression I
felt in my life that led me to seek free-
dom in the United States, with the
very help of the same church the Pope
came to lead, the Catholic Church. His
fight against atheists and communism
over the years also led him to conduct
a program called Operation Peter Pan,
which took 14,000 young people from
Cuba to freedom in the United States.
I was lucky enough to be among them,
so my life began under the care of the
Catholic church.

I understand fully the religious op-
pression the people of Cuba have suf-
fered, which continues to this day but
which the Pope made a little better. He
gave them a window, an opening, a mo-
ment, for the first time in over 35
years. Christmas was celebrated in an-
ticipation of the papal visit. Unfortu-
nately, Cuba now has fallen back into a
more repressive practice, and freedom
of religion is curtailed even more
today.

As we look at the Pope’s life, at this
moment in history, as we reflect on
this remarkable man, his remarkable
life, and the contributions he made, we
also must continue to understand there
is work still to be done. There are peo-
ple in the world who still are hungry
and suffer, and there are those who
still lack the religious freedoms to
openly practice their faith, much as
the Pope in his youth was curtailed.
People today in Cuba and other places
around the world still yearn for that
opportunity to freely worship and to do
what we do. As we began our pro-
ceedings this morning, the Chaplain of
the Senate offered a word of prayer.

I conclude by simply saying that we
have been touched in our lives by this
remarkable man, this life which has
shaped the world in which we live. It is
a life well lived. As he has come to the
end of his journey, I hope those of us
who share in his faith and in his ideals
of the respect of every human life and
every human being will continue to
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carry on the wonderful legacy he left
for us.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, today I
join in mourning the loss of Pope John
Paul II. In my lifetime, he was the first
Pope I can remember who could actu-
ally be put in the category of being an
evangelist.

No other Pope ever traveled as much
as this Pope did, and no man ever took
the Word to the different corners of the
world like this man did, and that is
why he is so revered around the world.

(The remarks of Mr. BURNS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 696 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 600

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following
morning business today the Senate
begin consideration of S. 600, the State
Department authorization bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise
this morning to talk about three areas
of accountability as we begin dis-
cussing a range of things in the Senate
this week. The issue of accountability
rises on the question of the report of-
fered to the American people and to
the Congress by Judge Laurence Silber-
man and former Senator Chuck Robb.
It deals with the question of intel-
ligence preceding the Iraq war.

The 600-page report given us was
largely a useless retelling of what we
know already. I do not want to com-
pletely diminish the effort, and there
are some things in that report that are
interesting, but the fact is, we already
know that the intelligence with respect
to Iraq was dead wrong. The major
question is, How was the intelligence
used and for what purpose was it used?
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We know what we were told prior to
the Iraq war. All of us went to briefings
up in the room in the Capitol where we
receive top secret briefings, and we
heard all kinds of language there and
in the popular press by people in this
administration and others who said
that this was a certainty, that they
knew where the weapons of mass de-
struction were in Iraq; it was urgent;
there were unmanned aerial vehicles to
deliver weapons of mass destruction;
this is a slam dunk.

Now we know not only from this re-
port but from previous reports that
this intelligence was gathered, for ex-
ample, with respect to one of the
issues, as our Secretary of State told
the world in the United Nations presen-
tation, concerning the prospect that
the Iraqis were developing a mobile
chemical weapons lab to produce weap-
ons of mass destruction. Now we dis-
cover that information came from a
source named ‘‘curve ball.” It was a
single-source piece of information.
Some suspect that ‘“‘curve ball”’ was a
drunk, at least when he met with our
intelligence folks. It says that he was
suspected of having a hangover. We
know that he was a fabricator.

So on the basis of a fabricator, a
drunk, single source, we told the world
through our Secretary of State that
Iraq had mobile chemical weapons labs
that threatened our country.

The aluminum tubes are another
story. I am not going to go through all
the stories, but the question is, Where
is the accountability? We get a 600-
page report that tells us what we al-
ready know; that the intelligence with
respect to Iraq was dead wrong. Where
is the accountability? Where does the
buck stop?

Mr. Tenet, who was the head of the
CIA—and this 600-page report points
certainly to him among others—was
brought to the Oval Office, to the
White House, and given the Medal of
Freedom after he left the CIA. Where is
the accountability? Is there account-
ability in this country for having got-
ten it not just wrong but, as the 600-
page report says, dead wrong? Will this
Congress require accountability? I
think it is very important.

This 600-page report is half the story.
The other part of the story is not only
bad intelligence, but how was it used,
and what was the purpose of using it?
Go to the Woodward book, go to the
O’Neill book, and one gets some hint of
the connection to this.

I think this Congress is owed addi-
tional answers. I think this report was
far too narrow.

Second, I want to ask about account-
ability with respect to an independent
investigation that is going on in this
town. The Washington Post report was
surprising to me because I was not
aware of these facts. The Washington
Post did a story that said the cost of
the Cisneros probe nears $21 million
over 10 years. This was a probe of Hous-
ing Secretary Henry Cisneros by inde-
pendent counsel David Barrett. In May
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of 1995, Mr. Barrett was appointed as
independent counsel to investigate al-
legations that a then Cabinet Sec-
retary lied to the FBI about money
that he had paid to a former mistress.
That was May 1995.

In September 1999, Mr. Cisneros
pleaded guilty, paid a $10,000 fine, and
then following that he was later par-
doned by President Clinton. By then,
the independent counsel had spent $10.3
million on his investigation, and since
that time he has spent another $10 mil-
lion-plus on the investigation.

Is there a screw loose someplace?
What are they thinking about? There
was an independent counsel appointed
10 years ago to investigate an alleged
impropriety by a Cabinet official. The
Cabinet official pleaded guilty 4 years
later, was pardoned a year after that.
The independent counsel is still work-
ing? He is supposed to be supervised by
three Federal judges, but the fact is,
they are leaking money down there.

I intend to offer an amendment to
the supplemental to shut off the fund-
ing. Ten years later, $21 million, inves-
tigating the question of whether a Cab-
inet official lied about money paid to
his mistress? He pleads guilty to it and
we have a guy 10 years later still inves-
tigating it?

I think waste is a disaster in the Fed-
eral Government. Talk about waste,
this is shameful, and if the three-judge
panel does not have the common sense
to shut this down, then the Congress, 1
hope, will have the common sense to
shut it down. I will offer an amend-
ment during the supplemental that
shuts off the money and does it now.

The third area of accountability is
this: As chairman of the Policy Com-
mittee on our side, I have held a good
number of hearings on the issue of con-
tracting in Iraq. There is massive
waste, fraud, and abuse going on with
respect to contracting in Iraq. All of us
know there is money going out of this
Congress in wholesale quantities, tens
of billions of dollars.

Last year, Congress passed a bill for
reconstruction money in Iraq. I did not
vote for it; I voted against it. In fact,
I offered an amendment to shut it
down, reconstruction money to the
tune of nearly $19 billion for the recon-
struction of Iraq. In addition to that,
we have spent nearly $160 billion to
$180 billion on the war in Iraq. There is
an $82 billion request before the Senate
right now. That is the supplemental I
was referring to earlier. This is a mas-
sive amount of money being spent with
respect to the operations in Iraq and
also the reconstruction in Iraq.

I will talk a bit about what we have
learned. One contractor was feeding
our troops and charged the American
Government, the Pentagon, for feeding
42,000 troops a day. It turns out this
contractor was only providing 14,000
meals a day. We are getting billed for
42,000 meals, but the contractor was
only providing 14,000 meals. Someplace
28,000 meals are charged for that were
never offered to our troops, or perhaps
not needed.
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I come from a small town, and they
call that cheating in my hometown.
That contractor is still the largest con-
tractor in Iraq being paid by the U.S.
taxpayer.

We had testimony from truckdrivers
who were hired to move goods around
Iraq, including fuel coming into Iraq by
contractors. Truckdrivers testified
that $85,000 brandnew trucks were left
on the side of the road to be torched
and looted because they had a clogged
fuel pump or because they had a flat
tire they could not fix. What did they
do? They left the truck beside the road,
just abandoned the truck. That is the
kind of waste, fraud, and abuse that is
going on.

We had a guy testify and show us a
picture of the bags of cash that were
used to give to contractors in Iraq. One
contract company started business in
Iraq with $450. They have been paid
tens of millions of dollars now. Two of
their employees, by the way, became
whistleblowers and said: What we are
seeing is making us sick, so we are
going to tell somebody about it.

Here is what they said: These two
people who started this company and
are contracting with the U.S. Govern-
ment—it is called the Coalition Provi-
sional Authority that we created in
Iraq; it was us, we paid for it—were
providing security at an airport, and
they were alleged by the employees to
have taken forklift trucks off the air-
port property to a warehouse, repaint
them blue, and then bring them back
to the airport and sell them to the U.S.
taxpayers through the Coalition Provi-
sional Authority. Again, in my home-
town, they call that fraud.

We had a big picture that one of the
other whistleblowers had taken who
worked in Iraq, and he said: We told
contractors in Iraq that when it was
time to get paid, just bring a big bag
because we are going to give you cash.
He showed us one picture of the con-
tractor I discussed, the one with re-
spect to the forklift trucks. He showed
one picture of $2 million wrapped in
Saran Wrap in bundles sitting on a
table and the contractor comes with a
big bag and they get their $2 million
and waltz off.

This contractor, by the way, was also
alleged to have created a subsidiary in
the country of Lebanon for the purpose
of buying and selling to and from itself
so it could inflate prices and therefore
further cheat the United States tax-
payer.

It is unbelievable what we have
learned about contracting in Iraq. One
whistleblower came forward and said
he was the buyer who was supposed to
buy towels for U.S. soldiers. He said
this is the towel I bought under orders
from my superiors. The company want-
ed to pay almost double the price of
the towel in order to have the com-
pany’s name embroidered on the towel
the soldiers used—unbelievable waste.

When you think of what is hap-
pening, this Congress is shoveling out
tens of billions of dollars in pursuit of
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all of this and nobody is watching the
store. You hear the stories about us
paying for reconstruction of a building
in Irag—and we are doing it for thou-
sands of buildings. We decide we are
going to put an air conditioner in that
building, so it is subcontracted to an
Iraq subcontracting company. First it
goes to the contractors who are in Iraq
being paid by our Government, some of
whom I have described here, and then
it goes to an Iraq subcontractor, and
then the subcontractor for that sub-
contractor, and pretty soon that air
conditioner in the building became a
ceiling fan and we paid for an air condi-
tioner and the ceiling fan doesn’t work.
So there you are.

The question is, who in this Congress
is going to decide this matters at a
time when we are up to our neck in
debt, the largest debt in the history of
this country, with a fiscal policy that
is way off track, a President who sends
us a budget with the highest Federal
budget deficits in history, and trade
deficits that are the highest in history,
a combined fiscal policy and trade def-
icit of over $1 trillion in the past year?
We are sinking and drowning in debt.
Who is going to care about this kind of
waste, fraud, and abuse, the most seri-
ous I have seen in all the years I have
served in the Congress?

I raise this because it relates to ac-
countability, accountability with re-
spect to the use of intelligence prior to
the war in Iraq, accountability with an
independent counsel who spent $21 mil-
lion 10 years after the fact when he was
supposed to investigate a Cabinet offi-
cial who lied about paying money to
his mistress. This is an independent
counsel who is still operating and has
spent $21 million. Who is accountable
for that? Who is accountable for waste,
fraud, and abuse in Iraq?

Harry Truman had the famous sign
on his desk, ‘“The buck stops here.”
These days the buck doesn’t seem to
stop anywhere. Nobody seems to be ac-
countable for anything.

I intend to offer another amendment.
I don’t know whether I will offer it on
the existing bill or on the supple-
mental, but I will offer it again, setting
up a Truman committee of sorts. In
1941, at the start of the Second World
War, Harry Truman, then a Democratic
Senator when a Democrat was in the
White House, traveled around this
country and saw waste, fraud, and
abuse in military spending. He created
a special committee and as a result of
the investigation of that committee
they unearthed massive fraud and mas-
sive waste. That was when a Democrat
in the Congress did it, when a Demo-
crat was in the White House.

These days nobody wants to raise any
questions. You don’t want to make any
waves because we have one-party con-
trol and we don’t want to talk about
this, that, or the other thing. The fact
is, I have never seen the kind of waste
that now exists with respect to our op-
erations in Iraq. It undercuts and un-
dermines our soldiers’ efforts, in my
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judgment. It cheats America’s tax-
payers, and it represents the worst of
Government.

We ought to be able to hire contrac-
tors who will do the job without allow-
ing waste, fraud, and abuse to rep-
resent the major impact of what we see
happening in Iraq these days with re-
spect to these contractors.

Part of this stems from greed. Part of
it stems from the fact that many of
these contracts in Iraq are no-bid con-
tracts—one company. I have not men-
tioned Halliburton, but I could because
a lot of it deals with Halliburton and
KBR—not exclusively, but a lot of it.
Any time somebody mentions Halli-
burton, somebody says: Oh, you are at-
tacking the Vice President. Not a bit.
This happened after the Vice President
left Halliburton. These are of recent
vintage, these activities in Iraq. It is
not an attack on anybody. It is in sup-
port of the taxpayers of this country.
We ought not allow this to happen. Re-
publicans and Democrats all ought to
stand on their feet and demand ac-
countability and demand that the
waste, fraud, and abuse stop—$8,000 a
month to rent an SUV; $40 for a case of
pop or soda—Coca-Cola.

There were 50,000 pounds of nails or-
dered by a contractor to Iraq. They
were the wrong length, so they dumped
them. If anybody wants to pick up
50,000 pounds of nails, they are laying
in the sand in Iraq. It is unbelievable
the waste, fraud, and abuse we hear
about.

The reason I have held the hearings
in the Democratic Policy Committee is
nobody else will hold hearings. No one
else wants to hold these contractors
accountable. There are whistleblowers
all over who are disgusted with what
they saw, working for contractors and
supervising contractors in Iraq.

I have only described a brief portion
of what we learned in these hearings.
We intend to conduct additional hear-
ings. My preference would be that we
not conduct these hearings in my com-
mittee. My preference would be that
the authorizing committees and the
relevant committees that should be as-
suming oversight of this would hold ag-
gressive hearings, but they don’t and
they probably won’t, and as a result we
will continue to do this.

I am intending to offer an amend-
ment to create a Truman-type com-
mittee here in the Congress, as we did
some decades ago, to take a hard look
at what is happening through that kind
of committee, an investigative com-
mittee that would include Republicans
and Democrats, all of whom I hope
would be committed and dedicated to
the task of deciding that waste, fraud,
and abuse is not something that should
happen on any of our watches here in
the Congress.

Again, I think the key issue here is
accountability. There seems to be none
these days in almost any direction. I
hope in all of these areas we can begin
to decide there is accountability, at
least here in the Congress.
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I yield the floor and make a point of
order a quorum is not present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
HONORING JOHN PAUL II

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise
this morning, just having returned to
Washington from Colorado, to share a
few comments about the Holy Father,
Pope John Paul II.

My family’s faith tradition—like
yours, Mr. President—since time im-
memorial has been Roman Catholic. In
Pope John Paul II, we witnessed a
great spiritual leader, a conscience and
a statesman.

Pope John Paul II exemplified the
values and teachings of Jesus Christ in
his humility, service to others, and in
his struggle to have the world recog-
nize the dignity of every human being.
John Paul II lived the creed of Jesus
Christ as set forth in the Book of Mat-
thew, Chapter 23, Verses 11-12, where
Jesus, speaking to the crowds and his
disciples, said:

The more lowly your service to others, the
greater you are. To be the greatest, be a
servant. But those who think themselves
great shall be disappointed and humbled; and
those who humble themselves shall be ex-
alted.

More than 26 years ago, in the eighth
round of voting, Karol Wojtyla was
elected to head the Roman Catholic
Church. His predecessor, Pope John
Paul I, had died after only 32 days as
Pope. The selection of the charismatic
Polish cardinal—the first non-Italian
pope in 4565 years—surprised many peo-
ple both inside and outside the Catho-
lic Church.

In the quarter-century since then,
Pope John Paul II continued to sur-
prise—and challenge—not only mem-
bers of my church but, indeed, the en-
tire world to recognize and celebrate
the dignity of each and every person.

But that was not all ‘‘the Pilgrim
Pope” revolutionized. Where previous
pontiffs had often seemed distant from
their flocks, Pope John Paul II trav-
eled to more nations and spoke to more
people—often times in their language—
than any other pontiff in the history of
the Roman Catholic Church.

His first trip abroad as pontiff was to
a region in crisis. Latin America, home
of half the world’s Roman Catholics,
was ravaged not just by poverty and
hunger but by violence and civil war
that claimed tens of thousands of inno-
cent lives.

His next trip was to his homeland,
Poland, a land that been subjugated for
decades, first by Nazism, then by com-
munism. One journalist wrote that the
pope’s visit to Poland ‘‘helped bring
about such profound, irreversible
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changes that Poland then became a
country which was clearly ceasing to
be a communist country.”

John Paul also visited America dur-
ing the first year of his Papacy, at-
tracting huge crowds wherever he
went. In my home State of Colorado,
1993, he came to Denver, bringing a
message of substance and hope to the
young people of the world. I remember
that visit fondly—and recall my fa-
ther’s excitement after he reached over
a fence to touch the Pope.

This pope is recognized—and rightly
so—as a sort of patron saint for the
Solidarity movement in Poland and a
catalyst for the demise of communism
in the Soviet Union and Eastern Eu-
rope.

But that was only part of this pope’s
message. He has also warned repeat-
edly about the shortcomings of cap-
italism. He reminded us all that we
have an obligation to help the poor and
the oppressed.

In 1998, he traveled to Cuba,
strengthening a Church that is doing
more and more to help that country’s
forgotten, and breathing life into an
opposition movement that surprised
the world—and that country’s back-
ward regime—with a grassroots call for
reform.

In 1999, he again visited the US, re-
minding us of our duty to not forget
the poor and oppressed and continuing
his special outreach to America’s
young people and challenging them to
fight for a better America and a better
world.

And in 2000, a visibly frail Pope vis-
ited the Holy Land to mark the Millen-
nium and in an attempt to bring Jews,
Christians and Muslims together. Both
Jews and Muslims and Christians wel-
comed him—and recognized and cele-
brated his visit—and applauded of opti-
mism his words and hope.

His efforts to heal the rift between
the Vatican and Jews had to be colored
by his own experience with the bru-
tality of anti-Semitism that he had
witnessed. In September 1939, he saw
his university in Krakow shut down
and eventually saw several of his
friends and classmates sent to Ausch-
witz after the Nazis invaded Poland.

His efforts at healing historical rifts
continued, evidenced by meetings with
the Archbishop of Canterbury, the
highest ranking official in the Epis-
copal Church. Many wished he could
have done more on these hurtful rifts,
but no one doubted that he began to
confront these challenges like no Pope
has ever done in the history of our
Church.

For these nearly 27 years, the Pil-
grim Pope John Paul II—an accom-
plished poet, an intellectual and a mys-
tic in that fine Catholic tradition—was
hailed as a visionary and attacked as a
relic. Within the Church itself—as in
the scores of countries he visited—he
was criticized by critics on both the
left and the right. That is because in
the Church and on each of his many
trips, he brought not only comfort and
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hope—hope for peace in Latin America,
freedom in Eastern Europe, reconcili-
ation in the Middle East, and improve-
ment in America—but he also brought
discomfort and challenges for all of us
to do better.

In 2003, the Vatican had this to say
about the role of the Church in public
life,

The Church does not wish to exercise polit-
ical power or to eliminate the freedom of
opinion of Catholics regarding contingent
questions.

Instead, it intends—as is its proper func-
tion—to instruct and illuminate the con-
sciences of the faithful, particularly those
involved in political life, so that their ac-
tions may always serve the integral pro-
motion of the human person and the com-
mon good.

None of us lived up to the challenges
and prescriptions the Pope mapped out
in 27 years in a perfect way. We could
not because Pope John Paul II chal-
lenged all of us to do more, to be bet-
ter.

Physically, the frail, stooped Pope we
saw in the last weeks bore little resem-
blance to the athletic 58-year-old who
ascended the throne of Peter nearly 27
years ago. But inwardly, he remained
deeply consistent—challenging us to
uphold the dignity of each and every
person—and illuminated and in-
structed, as well as challenged and sur-
prised the entire world.

We will miss Pope John Paul II, but
his vibrant legacy lives on in each of us
and in the lessons and challenges he
placed before us.

I thank the President and yield the
floor.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President,
Zbibniew Brzezinski, the Polish-born
national security advisor to President
Jimmy Carter, tells a story about how
the news of Cardinal Karol Wojtyla’s
election as Pope was received by the
communist rulers of Poland.

On that day in October 1978, Mr.
Brzezinski said, a group of communist
writers and party leaders were meeting
in Krakow. A police colonel was speak-
ing, complaining about the opposition
of the church, when a woman ran into
the room and said, “Wojtyla has been
elected Pope!”’

The second secretary of the party,
not realizing his microphone was still
on, turned to the first secretary and
said, “My God, my God, now we will
have to kiss his’’—and he did not say
“‘ring.”

The first party secretary, under-
standing the enormity of the moment,
replied, ‘‘Only if he lets us.”

In neighboring Czechoslovakia, a dis-
sident playwright was with friends
when news of the new Polish Pope
came. Vaclav Havel, who would go on
to become the first elected president of
the Czech Republic, said he and his
friends literally danced with joy when
they heard the news. ‘“We felt,” he
said, ‘‘that he was a great and char-
ismatic man who will open the door to
an unprecedented renaissance in Chris-
tianity and through it, to human spir-
ituality in general, and who will fun-
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damentally influence the future des-
tiny and political order of the world.”

More than 26 years later, those sto-
ries seem prophetic. Karol Wojtyla,
Pope John Paul II, did indeed change
the world.

Today, he is being mourned not only
in his beloved Poland, and not only by
Catholics, but by people throughout
the world: Christians, Jews, Muslims,
Hindus, Buddhists, people from every
faith tradition, and many with no reli-
gious connections.

Last Friday, when it was clear the
Pope was dying, a man in Havana, a
self-described communist, told an As-
sociated Press reporter, ‘I don’t be-
lieve in God. But if there is a God, let
him send us a Pope as good as this
one.”

In Istanbul, Turkey, the brother of
the man who nearly killed the Pope
said his brother is grieving. ‘‘He loved
the Pope,” his brother said.

Among the places in this country
where this Pope’s death has left many
with an aching sadness is the Five Holy
Martyrs Church on the southwest side
of Chicago, the historic heart of Chi-
cago’s large Polish community. More
Poles live in Chicago, IL, than any
other city in the world, other than
Warsaw.

In October 1979, when Pope John Paul
II made his first visit to America as
Pope, he said Mass at the Five Holy
Martyrs Church, where the Eucharist
is still celebrated in Polish, on an altar
in the church parking lot, surrounded
by more than 17,000 people.

Today, the altar still stands in the
parking lot; it is used once a year for a
special commemorative Mass. A por-
tion of 43rd Street near the Five Holy
Martyrs Church has been renamed in
the Pope’s honor. And many who saw
him still recall it as one of the greatest
days of their lives.

Think of this: half the people in the
world today were not even born when
Karol Wojtyla became Pope John Paul
II. Most people under 40 have no mem-
ory of any other Pope, and remember
John Paul only as an elderly and frail
man.

Those of us who are a little older,
though, remember just as clearly what
a strong, athletic man he was before
age and Parkinson’s disease began to
take their toll. ““God’s athlete,” some
called him, and he showed in his life
how much strength he had.

He was a traditionalist and a revolu-
tionary, a son of Poland, and a citizen
of the world. He was a mystic and a
man of prayer, but he was also a man
of action and seemingly inexhaustible
energy. Reporters decades younger who
accompanied him on his travels even in
recent years, said they returned home
exhausted. But John Paul never
stopped.

He was more than a spiritual leader;
he was a major player on the world dip-
lomatic stage.

He visited more than 100 nations and
every continent except Antarctica. All
told, he traveled more than three times
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the distance from the Earth to the
Moon.

He spoke more languages than many
people can name. In 1993, he visited
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia—his
first trip as Pope to the former Soviet
Union. For that trip, he learned his
14th language, Lithuanian, which I am
sure my Lithuanian-born mother was
very happy to hear.

Everywhere, his message was the
same. It is what he told his fellow
Poles on his first visit home as Pope in
1979: ““Be not afraid.” There is more to
this life than what you can see here
and now. ‘“The moral arc of the uni-
verse is long,” as another great moral
leader told us, ‘“‘but it bends toward
justice.”

He sided always with the oppressed,
the marginalized, the voiceless, the
victims of war and injustice.

He was fearless and unflinching in
the face of leaders of governments that
suppressed human rights and crushed
human hopes. He defied the Nazis who
occupied Poland when he was a young
man, and the communists who followed
them. He showed real strength that all
of us admire.

His role in ending communism in Po-
land and bringing about the end of the
Soviet empire is well documented and
rightly praised. He also helped to bring
an end to apartheid by refusing to visit
South Africa until that repugnant form
of government was abolished.

Peace, non-violence, the sanctity of
life, the dignity of work, the realiza-
tion that we are all part of one human
family and that every person on earth
shares ‘‘a common dignity and a com-
mon destiny,” the belief that those
who have much owe those who have
less true justice, not mere charity,
these are the lessons John Paul
preached.

He taught us about reconciliation. He
apologized for the Church for the Cru-
sades, the Inquisition and the persecu-
tion of the Jews.

He showed us how to ask for forgive-
ness on his first trip home to Poland,
when he visited the Nazi death camp at
Auschwitz and knelt in prayer before a
memorial to Holocaust victims. He
showed us again on his first visit to
Israel, in 2000, when he reached out his
shaking hand to touch the Western
Wall and leave a written prayer, a plea
for forgiveness.

He showed us how to grant forgive-
ness when he visited the prison cell of
the man who tried to kill him, and
prayed with him.

He was the first Pope ever to visit a
synagogue, or visit a mosque in an Is-
lamic nation.

In his final days, he taught us an-
other lesson: how to die with dignity.

John Paul II lived his life to try to
heal the wounds that divide humanity.
It is a measure of this extraordinary
man’s success that he has been praised
in death by both Israeli Vice Premier
Shimon Peres and Palestinian leader
Mahmoud Abbas.

Karol Wojtyla had tears in his eyes
when he became Pope. Many of us have
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tears in our eyes as he leaves the pa-
pacy and this world.

Those of us who are Catholic feel a
special connection to this Pope. Many
of us did not always agree with him on
matters of Church teaching and prac-
tice. That is not unusual. In every fam-
ily, there are disputes. But there is
also great love. Even when we differed
with him, we believe the Pope tried to
do what he believed was right, and that
is all we can ask of anyone.

During his visit to Chicago more
than 25 years ago, the Pope said mass
in Chicago’s Grant Park. Many busi-
ness closed that day to let their work-
ers attend the mass. People stood
shoulder-to-shoulder in the park.

Later that night, thousands of
Chicagoans gathered at the Cardinal’s
mansion to sing ‘‘good night’’ to the
Pope. It was late, but they weren’t
ready to let him go. He smiled as the
crowd sang—and sang some more. Fi-
nally, with that huge smile and that
big, booming voice, the Pope told
them, ‘“Now you must go sleep.”” When
no one moved, he smiled again and re-
peated, like a stern but loving father,
“You must go sleep.”

All these years later, many of us still
wish he could have stayed with us just
a little longer. But it was time for him
to sleep.

So let us treasure the memory of this
good man. And if we are moved to pay
tribute to him, let us do our best to try
to live the lessons he taught us with
his own extraordinary life.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
to pay tribute to the Holy Father.

Pope John Paul II was an extraor-
dinary ambassador for the betterment
of humankind in every corner of the
globe. His humanity shone through
every day for two and a half decades of
his papacy and his impact on the world
will be everlasting.

He was a moral leader in so many of
the great battles of our time. He fought
Communism without violence, and he
was dogged in his battles against war,
injustice, and intolerance wherever he
found them. He viewed the world in
clear terms of good and evil, but he
never once descended to demagoguery.
He was a man who at once understood
both the frailty and potential of the
human spirit.

What other kind of man could have
forgiven his would be assassin in per-
son and prayed with him in his jail
cell?

His capacity for belief in the better-
ment of man moved the world.

What other kind of man could over-
come centuries of mistrust and conflict
to establish diplomatic ties between
the Vatican and the State of Israel.
That was truly a bold and historic
move.

As a New Yorker, I also must offer to
say a special thanks to the Pope from
the residents of our State and city.
New York is an international city that
attracts immigrants from all over the
world who come with the dream of
finding a better life.
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While the Pope might be the most fa-
mous Pole of his time, every one of our
citizens admired and often shared his
pluck, his expansiveness and his opti-
mism, qualities that make New York
the greatest city on Earth. That is one
of the reasons he was revered as such a
hero by all New Yorkers, because the
qualities that he exhibited of optimism
and pluck and expansiveness are char-
acteristics of our city as well. So every
time he came here, there was a beau-
tiful union. Like the Statue of Liberty
that he quoted in his visit to Giants
Stadium in 1995, his life and work was
a symbol to millions on these shores
and beyond that they, too, if they
worked hard and stuck to their prin-
ciples and moral values, could enjoy a
better life.

And when terrible tragedy struck our
city that awful day 4 years ago, the
Pope’s poignant statements reassured
all New Yorkers and all Americans. He
said at that time:

May the Blessed Virgin, bring comfort and
hope to all who are suffering because of the
tragic terrorist attack that profoundly
wounded the beloved American people in re-
cent days. To all the sons and daughters of
that great nation I now address my heartfelt
thoughts and participation. May Mary re-
ceive the dead, console the survivors, sustain
the families which have been especially tried
and help everyone not to give in to the temp-
tation to hatred and violence, but to commit
themselves to serving justice and peace.

And he didn’t stop there. After the
attacks he convened an inter faith pil-
grimage for peace to Assisi, the birth-
place of St. Francis. He only led such a
pilgrimage twice before—once during
the Cold War, once during the Balkans
conflict. He led leaders of Orthodox,
Anglican, Protestant, Jewish, Muslim,
Buddhist, Hindu, Sikh, Jain, Zoro-
astrian, Tenrikyo, Shinto and tradi-
tional African faiths in prayer and
meditation. It was only a delegation he
could have led.

Personally, I will never forget the
Pope’s visit to New York City in 1979.
One glance at him and you saw that his
nobility and his common touch com-
bined so well in one human being was
unforgettable for the millions of New
Yorkers who lined the streets to greet
him. People of all faiths and back-
ground mourn his passing. I join the
billions of citizens around the world in
a solemn prayer and remembrance of
this great, wonderful, and holy man,
Pope John Paul II.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I add
my voice to the millions of people
throughout the world as we try to put
in perspective the passing of Pope John
Paul II.

As has been said many times in many
ways, probably more than anything
what struck me the most about the
Holy Father was his ability to under-
stand what could be when other people
only saw what couldn’t be. He under-
stood that communism was an oppres-
sive system. He lived under Nazi rule,
and as he had the power to bring about
change, he used that power for the
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good. He went back to his home coun-
try of Poland and challenged his people
to expect better and to demand better.
That is what he did for the world.

He tried to challenge his church, to
stick to the principles of the church as
he saw those principles to be. He chal-
lenged the world to do better when it
came to the less fortunate. He was con-
sistent. He saw war as a bad thing. He
understood that life was sacred and
that the state should not take life. He
was in opposition to the death penalty.
There I may disagree, an honest dis-
agreement.

But he had a consistency about him.
When we try to put his beliefs in sec-
ular terms of being liberal or conserv-
ative, we totally miss the mark of un-
derstanding the Pope. He understood
the past, he changed the present, and
the future will be better because of his
time on Earth.

His passing has left a void in a great
religion. The Catholic faith has lost a
great leader. The world has lost a great
voice for humanity, for decency, for
love, for caring, and that voice will
echo throughout the ages. As the
Catholic Church embarks on picking a
new Pope, I can understand the legacy
that will have to be fulfilled.

The great religion called the Catholic
faith is in mourning for the loss of a
great leader, but all of us are in mourn-
ing for the loss of a great leader. Any-
one who loves freedom, anyone who be-
lieves that there is a right and wrong
when it comes to certain issues, has
lost a great guidepost. I believe his leg-
acy will be in challenging the status
quo for the common good, seeing pain
and hearing the cries of the oppressed
when other people only heard faint
noises, and having the courage of his
convictions. He said, Be not afraid, and
that is a lesson for us all.

He has gone to his eternal home. He
deserves all the accolades he has been
given. The world is better for his time
on Earth.

I yield the floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, also
part of the greatest generation is some-
one whom I rise to pay tribute to today
and that is to Pope John Paul II. I was
saddened at the passing of Pope John
Paul II. The Holy Father was an inspi-
ration to me as well as to millions
around the world. His faith, his com-
passion, his eloquence, transcended re-
ligion or nationality. We so admired
His Holiness because he stood for those
who suffered, those who were op-
pressed, those who could not give voice
through their own advocacy for human
rights. He offered faith and hope and
courage with his famous phrase ‘‘be not
afraid,” as he reached out to young
people to give them a moral compass
that they needed—that we all need to
guide our lives.

Pope John Paul was the true people’s
Pope. Gosh, he traveled to over 100
countries. He didn’t just speak from
the pulpit; he reached out and touched
people. He moved into the crowds, and
he spoke the language of the people,
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often literally because he spoke so
many languages. The Pope was the fa-
ther of the church, but he was also a
son of Poland, my own cultural herit-
age. I remember when I heard the news
about the new Polish Pope, the first
non-Italian in over 400 years. I live
down the street from the Polish parish,
St. Stanislaw’s in Fells Point. We felt
such pride and joy. The bells rang, the
tugboats tooted. We closed the streets
and had a fantastic party. We were so
excited.

In Baltimore we even knew him be-
fore he became Pope. He came to visit
us as the cardinal from Krakow. He vis-
ited Holy Rosary Church, again one of
the Catholic churches serving large
numbers in the Polish community. I
was so pleased to be there that day for
this young, vigorous, athletic man who
came from Poland to speak to us,
wanting to know about our own coun-
try, speaking to us in English also
about our own hopes and aspirations.
But because he had grown up under
Nazi fascism and lived under the boot
of communism, he spoke to us about
what it was like to live behind the Iron
Curtain.

As you so well know, he came from
the captive nations. I was so proud
then to be part of the American delega-
tion when he was Invested over 2 years
later. And even then we could see the
hint of things to come. There was a
mass for hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple in St. Peter’s Square, where His Ho-
liness gave his first blessing and spoke
the Word to the people in many
tongues. Before he came over to greet
the diplomatic corps, he went over to a
special section of children, and not just
ordinary children but extraordinary
children—the mentally retarded, those
with birth defects, cerebral palsy. And
the first touch of the Pope was to those
children. I think it touched us all.

One of my best memories was taking
my parents to meet the Pope at the
White House when Jimmy Carter was
President and Brzezinski was his Na-
tional Security Adviser. I took my
mother and father through the receiv-
ing line, and they had a chance to talk
with him in both Polish and English.
He turned and smiled with his wonder-
ful humorous way and said: Don’t for-
get to listen to your mother and father
and to the Holy Father.

Twenty-five years later, I joined my
colleagues in the Senate to present the
Pope with our Congressional Medal,
the highest honor we can bestow. The
Pope doesn’t usually accept awards,
but he made an exception because we
wanted to thank him for his stand for
human rights and for peace and justice
around the world. After the presen-
tation and the blessing, he said to us:
God bless you and God bless America.

The Pope visited this country seven
different times, both as a bishop and as
Pope. And during those times, he al-
ways spoke to us about the need for
freedom. He knew what it was like to
live under the occupation. During the
dark days of communism, he led the
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church’s support of the Solidarity
movement. In 1979, after he became
Pope, he made his very first visit to his
own native land. In 9 days, he was seen
by 13 million people, from Warsaw to
Krakow to Czestochova. He touched
every part of Polish society, and he en-
couraged them once again to be not
afraid. One year later an obscure elec-
trician working in a shipyard, named
Lech Walesa, jumped over that wall.
And when he jumped over the wall of
the Gdansk shipyard, he took the
whole world with him. That was the be-
ginning of the end of Communism.

The Pope forged a special relation-
ship with President Ronald Reagan,
and I believe helped bring about the
end of the Cold War and pulled down
that Iron Curtain.

Pope John did more than any other
leader of the church to reach out to dif-
ferent faiths. He was the first Pope to
visit a synagogue. He was the first
Pope to visit a mosque. He reached out
to Anglicans and to Eastern Ortho-
doxy. But he didn’t just reach out to
different faiths; he reached also to the
human heart. He reached back to the
darker side of history. He was the first
to acknowledge the Holocaust and to
say that antisemitism was a sin and to
officially visit Israel. He wanted the
improvement of relationships.

If we want to honor the Pope, we
should do it not with words but with
deeds: To be not afraid, to speak up for
truth, to speak truth to power, speak
about justice, speak about human
rights, to speak about the marginalized
and the oppressed. Today we grieve the
death of the Pope. We express our grat-
itude for his remarkable life and his re-
markable leadership and legacy of
faith and freedom and the enduring
promise of the Gospels calling us to
feed the hungry, care for the sick, and
turn our spears into plowshares.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, when
Pope John Paul IT died over the week-
end, the Catholic Church lost its spir-
itual shepherd. The world lost a giant
of a man. As successor of St. Peter, he
began his papacy by reminding the
world to ‘““Be not afraid.” The captive
people of Eastern Europe and Latin
America heard that message loud and
clear. And as he prepared for his own
death, he met his suffering with a fear-
lessness and hopefulness that was
heard by us all.

For millions of American Catholics,
including many Utahns, and many of
my colleagues in this body, Pope John
Paul II's passing represents the loss of
a profound spiritual leader. My prayers
are with all of you and with the Pope.

For non-Catholics like myself the
Pope’s death is a cause for mourning as
well. His was an example of strength,
commitment, and moral courage that
we will all miss and that we will never
forget. The Communist tyranny that
the Pope ultimately triumphed over
once mocked the power of the Catholic
Church, asking how many divisions the
Pope had. While it is true that the
Pope possessed no military might, his
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witness to hope, his faith that life
would triumph over death, that the
light would prevail over the darkness,
was more powerful than any army.

As a result of his simple faith, this
humble man from Xrakow, Poland
emerged from behind the Iron Curtain,
became the first non-Italian Pope in
nearly 500 years, and concluded his life
as one of the towering figures of the
Twentieth Century. I have no doubt
that his example will guide us in the
Twenty-first Century as well, and I un-
derstand why it is that so many Catho-
lics are already referring to him as
John Paul the Great.

My career as a public servant began
shortly before John Paul II became
Pope. I am fortunate to have spent
time with him on two occasions over
the years, and so it was no surprise to
me to watch the world’s and this coun-
try’s admiration and love for him grow.
I was struck by his joyful and his char-
itable spirit. Yet behind that peaceful
demeanor was a determination to chal-
lenge the totalitarian assaults on
human dignity that stained much of
the last century.

As a young man he was witness to
the Nazi terror in his native Poland,
and later as Pope he went to Poland
and encouraged the Solidarity move-
ment. He understood that all persons
are created in the image and likeness
of God and that no matter how small,
old or weak, no person is without sig-
nificance. I have no doubt that his pow-
erful witness to the dignity of all peo-
ple contributed as much to the down-
fall of the horror of communism as
anything we accomplished in Wash-
ington. A year after he assumed the pa-
pacy, John Paul II went to Poland and
awakened a sleeping giant. Today, I
hear that over a million thankful Poles
are en route to Rome to pay their re-
spects to their native son.

As the Pope grew older and he lost
his youthful vigor, his own suffering
served as a powerful reminder of the
need to nurture a culture of life. Catho-
lics and non-Catholics alike have heard
this call. As President Bush put it the
other day, it remains the duty of the
strong to protect the weak.

It only took about twenty-four hours
before some commentators came out to
declare the Pope’s legacy a mixed one.
The Pope was too strident on certain
issues, they say. He left certain groups
unsatisfied. Perhaps. But I think that
these criticisms really miss what this
man was about. John Paul II reminded
us of the meaning that our human lives
can have. This truth is not something
that you can focus group. The truth
about the universe, about our duty to
God and to our fellow man, is not
something that you can triangulate.

Still, some fault the Pope for not
being more like a politician. He was
not accommodating enough. He should
have compromised and found a middle
ground. As elected officials, that is our
charge. But as the spiritual head of the
Catholic Church, the Pope’s duty was
greater than what we work to accom-
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plish. He was a witness to truth. His
message was not always one that peo-
ple on either side of the aisle wanted to
hear, but the call to the faithful is not
often an easy one to swallow. The Pope
reminded us of the splendor of truth. I
think what is revealed in these criti-
cisms of the Pope is the knee-jerk
aversion by some to the very idea that
there are eternal truths. The Pope
should be commended, not criticized,
for reminding us of them.

The talking heads have this exactly
backward. They think that it was the
Pope who was inconsistent because he
was not easily labeled as politically
liberal or conservative. It never occurs
to them that it is we who are con-
flicted; that our divisions are some-
thing to be overcome. The Pope spoke
to what Abraham Lincoln called the
better angels of our nature. He was not
someone seeking political advantage or
gain. He sought peace and unity, and
nowhere was this more clear than in
his historic outreach to non-Catholic
Christians, to the Jewish people, and to
moderate Muslims.

Our commentators might not get
this, but the world’s people certainly
do. As is clear from the different lan-
guages one hears in Rome as people
wait to file past the Pope, this was a
man who belonged to the world. And
the Pope’s trips to this country will
never be forgotten. People in this coun-
try stood in the rain to attend papal
masses in Boston and Miami, New Orle-
ans and New York. Youth from around
the world came to celebrate with him
in Denver. Though this was a man with
a universal message, I think that he
had a certain American spirit as well.
He was a kindred spirit. His faith in
the future, and in the inherent dignity
of man, made him at home with the
American people, and it is appropriate
that this nation, which was blessed
with his visits on numerous occasions,
will be flying its flags at half staff
until his interment on Friday.

This weekend the Catholic Church
lost its shepherd. For over a quarter of
a century, Pope John Paul II watched
over his flock. With his death this
weekend, I am sure that there are some
who feel lost, but they should not for-
get the Pope’s reminder: ‘‘Be not
afraid.”” When he reminded his native
Poles of this, they changed the course
of history. In his passing we should
take heed as well. We will miss him,
and we will mourn, but we have faith
that he is now at peace and at one with
his Lord.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, on
Saturday evening the world lost a
voice for peace, justice, and human dig-
nity.

Born in Poland in 1920, Pope John
Paul II grew up in the aftermath of
World War I. As a young man, he wit-
nessed the injustice of the Nazi occupa-
tion of his country, lived amid the hor-
rendous crimes of the Holocaust, and
survived decades of repression behind
the Iron Curtain.

Out of those experiences, he devel-
oped a hopeful view of the world that
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defined his 26 years as the leader of the
Roman Catholic Church, and he shared
that vision with Catholics and non-
Catholics worldwide.

As the first non-Italian Pope since
1523, Pope John Paul II was a truly
groundbreaking figure. He redefined
the papacy, coming out from behind
the walls of the Vatican to travel to 129
countries and literally reach out to
people wherever he went.

Through his travel—more than any
other Pope—he helped rejuvenate and
expand Catholicism to areas far beyond
its roots.

During his 26 years as Pope, the
Catholic Church grew from 750 million
people to over 1 billion, with most of
that growth coming from the third
world.

For those in developing countries
who struggled merely to survive, the
Pope was a strong advocate for eco-
nomic justice. And for those who lived
under repression, he was a powerful
voice for freedom.

His 1979 visit to his native Poland is
viewed as the spark that ignited the
labor movement which toppled com-
munism in Poland and led to its demise
throughout Eastern Europe a decade
later.

It was his powerful yet simple belief
in the value of human life that brought
him to challenge violence wherever he
saw it.

He chastised the brutal Communist
governments of Eastern Europe. He
criticized the military junta that gov-
erned Brazil in the early 1980s. He con-
demned nuclear war while meeting
with survivors of the Hiroshima bomb-
ing. He called for an end to the vio-
lence in Northern Ireland. And he ap-
pealed for human rights in Cuba.

The Pope consistently urged leaders
and citizens alike to seek peace and re-
spect human life.

The Pope also sought to heal wounds.
He apologized for the errors of Catho-
lics over the last 2,000 years and for in-
justices against Jews, women, indige-
nous peoples, immigrants, and the
poor. He acknowledged the failure of
many Catholics to help Jews during
the Holocaust. And more recently, he
condemned the sexual abuse of children
by priests in the United States.

The Pope reached out to members of
other faiths at a time of growing sec-
tarian violence and religious strife.

He was the first Pope to pray in a
synagogue, the first to visit Auschwitz,
and the first to make an official papal
visit to the Holy Land—John Paul II
made great strides in improving rela-
tions between Catholics and Jews.

And just as he acknowledged the mis-
takes made by his Church and its mem-
bers, he also demonstrated a willing-
ness to forgive those who had done
harm to him.

In December 1983, he met with the
man who had attempted to assassinate
him 2% half years earlier. During that
meeting, the Pope forgave the man who
had shot him three times.

The Pope regularly visited the
United States and met with five Presi-
dents. He believed that the U.S. had a
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special responsibility to the world call-
ing on our Nation to be ‘‘for the world,
an example of a genuinely free, demo-
cratic, just and humane society.”

In recent years, even as his health
deteriorated, he refused to give up. And
in this, he served as a model to mil-
lions of people throughout the world
about how faith and willpower can
overcome adversity.

Indeed, I cannot remember a Pope
who has been more warmly received
and loved. I had the great honor to
meet him at the Vatican in 1982 where
I presented him with a cross sculpted
from handguns melted down after being
turned into police when they were
banned in San Francisco. He received
my gift warmly, giving me a rosary in
return.

The world has lost a strong voice for
peace, justice, and human dignity.
Pope John Paul II will be dearly
missed.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I
watched with great sadness this week-
end as the world lost a remarkable
leader and faithful servant. Pope John
Paul II, born Karol Wojtyla, was the
leader of the world’s largest church and
shepherd to more than a billion Catho-
lics throughout the world. In my home
State of North Dakota, more than
130,000 Catholics are mourning the
Pope’s death this week and praying for
the repose of his soul. I join these
faithful and millions of others in griev-
ing for the Holy Father who spread a
message of peace and charity during
his 26-year-long pontificate.

Reflecting on the Pope’s legacy, I
will forever admire his bravery, both in
answering God’s call and in challenging
corrupt governments for the sake of
humanity. In his first mass at St. Pe-
ter’s Basilica in 1978, Pope John Paul II
called on Catholics throughout the
world to ‘‘be not afraid.”

The Pope spent his entire life living
that call. Born on the eve of World War
II, Pope John Paul knew the horrors of
war; the Nazis forced him into labor
when they invaded Poland in 1939. Dur-
ing this period, he found comfort in his
Catholic faith and challenged the Nazis
by attending illegal prayer meetings.
These experiences hardened his convic-
tion that war is ‘“‘always a defeat for
humanity.”

He again answered the call to ‘‘be not
afraid” when he challenged the Soviet
Union and the tyranny of communism
in his homeland, Poland. Both as Arch-
bishop of Krakow and then as Pope,
John Paul II provided religious
strength to those fighting these re-
gimes. He is credited with helping to
topple communism in Poland, and his
steadfastness against oppression in all
forms will forever be honored.

There may be no event more telling
of his commitment to bravery and
mercy than the attempt on his life in
1981. After being shot twice, nearly re-
sulting in his death, the Pope recov-
ered and continued his public works.
Two years after the shooting, he vis-
ited his attacker in jail and offered his
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forgiveness. Responding to this act of
evil with compassion and grace, John
Paul served as a witness to what hu-
manity should strive to become.

The world has lost a great leader and
the father of a religious family. John
Paul II will be remembered as a teach-
er and defender of the faith he was
called to serve. He will be honored as a
diplomat and as a revolutionary in the
fight against injustice and oppression.
And he will provide us ongoing inspira-
tion to respect human dignity and the
worth of all humankind.

I am saddened by the loss of this just
and holy man; however, I am joyful
that he surely has passed to a more
perfect place and is in communion with
the God he served so faithfully. My
thoughts and prayers are with the
Catholic community and all those who
mourn the death of Pope John Paul II.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

———

FOREIGN AFFAIRS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2006
AND 2007

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the pending business.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (No. S. 600) to authorize appropria-
tions for the Department of State and inter-
national broadcasting activities for fiscal
years 2006 and 2007, for the Peace Corps for
fiscal years 2006 and 2007, for foreign assist-
ance programs for fiscal years 2006 and 2007,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today,
the Senate will be considering S. 600,
the Foreign Affairs Authorization Act
for Fiscal Years 2006 and 2007. The For-
eign Relations Committee passed this
bill on March 3 by a vote of 18-0. This
is the third successive year that the
Foreign Relations Committee has re-
ported out a comprehensive Foreign
Affairs Authorization bill by a unani-
mous vote. We are pleased to have this
opportunity to bring it to the floor for
the Senate’s consideration. I want to
especially thank the majority leader
and the Democratic leader for their as-
sistance and support in bringing this
measure to the floor.

This legislation gives voice to Senate
views on issues touching every con-
tinent—from tbe threat of terrorism
and weapons of mass destruction, to
the safety of Americans working in our
embassies overseas, to an increased and
focused effort to spur economic growth
in the poorest countries. It authorizes
the executive branch to take important
actions on a wide range of issues. And,
it authorizes appropriations for our
diplomats, our foreign aid workers, and
our Peace Corps volunteers, as well as
the programs and policies that they
manage on behalf of the United States.
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These people are our civilian sol-
diers—they pursue a bold war on ter-
rorism and a noble and far-sighted bat-
tle against disease, poverty, and hu-
manitarian disasters. Most work in cir-
cumstances where the threat level is
severe. American diplomats and aid
workers frequently have been targets
of terrorism while serving overseas.
But they understand the importance of
representing the United States, and
they go anyway.

At this time in our history we are ex-
periencing a confluence of foreign pol-
icy crises that is unparalleled in the
post-Cold War era. Our Nation has
lived through the September 11 trag-
edy, and we have responded with a
worldwide war against terrorism. We
have fought wars in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, where we are likely to be engaged
in security and reconstruction efforts
for years to come. We have been con-
fronted by nuclear proliferation prob-
lems in North Korea and Iran that
threaten U.S. national security and re-
gional stability. We are continuing ef-
forts to safeguard Russia’s massive
stockpiles of chemical, biological, and
nuclear weapons and to prevent pro-
liferation throughout the world. We
have experienced strains in the Atlan-
tic Alliance, even as we have expanded
it. We are trying to respond to the
AIDS pandemic in Africa, the natural
disasters in the Indian Ocean region,
and the man-made calamity in Sudan.
We are trying to take advantage of
openings in the Middle East peace
process and spur the advance of democ-
racy in many countries. Emerging pow-
ers, including China, India, and Brazil,
may soon reconfigure the world eco-
nomically and politically in ways that
we do not yet comprehend.

There is a tendency in the media and
sometimes in this body to see diplo-
matic activities as the rival of military
solutions to problems. We have to get
beyond this simplistic formulation. We
have to understand that our military
and our diplomats are both instru-
ments of U.S. national power that de-
pend on one another. They both help
shape the international environment
and influence the attitudes of govern-
ments and peoples. They both gather
information and provide expertise that
is vital to the war on terrorism. And
they both must be unsurpassed in their
capabilities, if the United States is
going to survive and prosper.

Americans rightly demand that U.S.
military capabilities be unrivaled in
the world. Should not our diplomatic
strength meet the same test? If a
greater commitment of resources can
prevent the bombing of one of our em-
bassies, or the proliferation of a nu-
clear weapon, or the spiral into chaos
of a vulnerable nation wracked by dis-
ease and hunger, the investment will
have yielded dividends far beyond its
cost.

In considering this legislation today,
it is important to remember that since
the end of the Cold War, the Foreign
Affairs Account frequently has suffered
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from inadequate funding. The Amer-
ican public generally understands that
the United States reduced military
spending in the 1990s following the fall
of the Soviet Union. Few are aware,
however, that this peace dividend
spending reduction theme was applied
even more unsparingly to our foreign
affairs programs. In constant dollars,
the foreign affairs budget was cut in
six consecutive years from 1992 to 1998.
This slide occurred even as the United
States sustained the heavy added costs
of establishing new missions in the fif-
teen emergent states of the former So-
viet Union. In constant dollars, the cu-
mulative effect was a 26 percent de-
crease in our foreign affairs programs.
As a percentage of GDP, this six-year
slide represented a 36 percent cut in
foreign affairs programs.

By the beginning of the new millen-
nium, these cuts had taken their toll.
The General Accounting Office re-
ported that staffing shortfalls, lack of
adequate language skills, and security
vulnerabilities plagued many of our
diplomatic posts. In 2001 the share of
the U.S. budget devoted to the inter-
national affairs account stood at a pal-
try 1.18 percent—barely above its post-
World War II low and only about half of
its share in the mid-1980s, during the
Reagan administration.

Under President Bush, funding for
the Foreign Affairs Account has in-
creased substantially. The President
has requested increases in each of the
last four budgets. In this year’s budget,
the President has requested a 13 per-
cent increase over last year’s appro-
priated amount for the Foreign Affairs
Account—the largest percentage in-
crease of any major account in the
budget. This is a tangible demonstra-
tion of the President’s commitment to
diplomatic strength. Congress must
now do its part by providing the re-
sources and authorities that the Presi-
dent needs to carry out an effective
foreign policy.

The bill before us preserves the fund-
ing decisions in the President’s re-
quest. Inevitably, members will have
some differences with the specifics of
the President’s request. But we should
recognize that this bill represents a
generous attempt to raise the profile
and effectiveness of U.S. diplomacy.
Those of us who have advocated fund-
ing increases for the 150 Account
should take ‘““Yes’ for an answer. Ac-
cordingly, I believe that if amendments
are offered to increase funding for a
particular program, they should in-
clude offsets.

The bill funds the Millennium Chal-
lenge Corporation at the President’s
requested level of $3 billion. Some have
argued that the President should have
requested $5 billion—the amount he
originally had conceived for the cor-
poration’s third year of funding. Others
have argued that $3 billion is too much
for a new venture that is just getting
off the ground, and that some of this
money should be shifted to other prior-
ities. My own view is that $3 billion is
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a reasonable amount, given the scope
of the program and its potential for
spurring democratic reforms overseas.
The credibility of the program, which
foreign nations are observing closely,
would be strengthened if the Senate en-
dorsed the President’s funding request.
For these reasons, I will oppose amend-
ments that seek to use MCC funds as
an offset for other priorities.

This bill contains numerous policy
initiatives, most notably the bipar-
tisan Stabilization and Reconstruction
Civilian Management Act, which was
developed in the Foreign Relations
Committee and included in last year’s
bill. The bill before the Senate also in-
cludes a 10 percent increase in danger
pay for State Department employees
who serve in dangerous posts overseas,
funding for refugee assistance, and pro-
visions designed to improve protections
for women, children, and other vulner-
able populations in the context of war
or disaster.

Since the mid-1980s, Congress has not
fulfilled its responsibility to pass an
Omnibus Foreign Assistance Act. Sev-
eral discrete measures, such as the Mil-
lennium Challenge Account, the global
AIDS bill, the Freedom Support Act,
and the Support for Eastern European
Democracy Act, have been enacted.
But in the absence of a comprehensive
authorization, much of the responsi-
bility for providing guidance for for-
eign assistance policy has fallen to the
appropriations committees. Appropri-
ators have kept our foreign assistance
programs going, but in many -cases,
they have had to do so without proper
authorization. In some years, the Con-
gress did pass a State Department au-
thorization bill, but that bill only au-
thorizes about 35 percent of the Func-
tion 150 Account. To fund the remain-
ing accounts, appropriators frequently
had to waive the legal requirement to
appropriate funds only following the
passage of an authorization bill.

Passing a comprehensive Foreign Af-
fairs authorization bill is good politics,
as well as good policy. It is good poli-
tics because it underscores the leader-
ship of this Senate at a time when our
country is in peril. It is good politics
because foreign assistance is an instru-
ment of national power in the war on
terrorism. It is good politics because it
recognizes that our standard of living,
the retirements of our parents, our
children’s educations, advancements in
our health care, and the security of
Americans can be undermined by what
happens overseas. It recognizes that
American prosperity is far more likely
to be sustained if we are successful in
spreading democracy, stability, and
free market principles.

I thank the members of my com-
mittee for their hard work during the
authorization process. Members on
both sides of the aisle devoted many
hours and much thought to construc-
tive approaches to a number of very
difficult foreign policy questions. Al-
though this is a new bill developed dur-
ing the last several months, it reflects
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much work that has been done by the
Committee during the previous Con-
gress. Committee hearings during the
last 2 years on post-conflict stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction, U.S. policy in
the Middle East, developments on the
Korean peninsula, relations between
India and Pakistan, public diplomacy,
foreign assistance, and numerous other
topics have been well attended. In fact,
no Senate committee held as many
hearings or met as often as the Foreign
Relations Committee during the last
Congress.

I especially thank the ranking mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Senator BIDEN, for his support
of this process and his leadership in
foreign policy matters. We have agreed
on the vast majority of provisions in
this bill, and when we have disagreed,
we have worked hard to bridge our dif-
ferences and find bipartisan solutions.
We have always shared the common
goal of bringing good legislation to the
floor for the Senate’s judgment.

It has long been my intent that the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee
approach foreign policy problems in a
bipartisan spirit. This legislation re-
flects the committee’s success in that
regard. Republicans and Democrats
have worked together closely to seek
consensus, reason together, make com-
promises and craft excellent legisla-
tion. Our committee is united in the
belief that passing a comprehensive
Foreign Affairs authorization bill will
enhance U.S. national security.

I am looking forward to the debate
on this bill and the constructive con-
tributions of Members at this impor-
tant time in our Nation’s history.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 266

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 266.

Mr. LUGAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strike the amendment to the

limitation on the United States share of

assessments for United Nations Peace-
keeping operations)

On page 55, strike lines 3 through 11.

Mr. LUGAR. I rise to offer an amend-
ment that strikes section 401, a section
which establishes a permanent cap of



April 5, 2005

27.1 percent on the American share of
cost of U.N. peacekeeping operations.
The Helms-Biden legislation passed in
1999 anticipated the TU.S. share of
peacekeeping dues would decline to 25
percent in total. This remains an im-
portant goal of the U.S. policy toward
the U.N.

This issue has raised strong feelings
on both sides of the aisle. I appreciate
the perspective of Senators who want
to preserve a 27.1-percent cap as well as
those who want the cap to be reduced
to the 25 percent level in accordance
with the Helms-Biden legislation. We
would all like to see American finan-
cial responsibilities at the United Na-
tions reduced.

We should acknowledge that existing
U.S. law sets 25 percent as our target
for peacekeeping contributions. I be-
lieve we should give the U.S. nego-
tiators the most leverage possible to
attain the U.S. goals. Passing a perma-
nent 27.1-percent cap in this bill at this
moment might reduce that leverage.

In coming weeks Congress will have
further opportunities to work with
President Bush to craft the most effec-
tive means possible of reducing the
U.S. share of peacekeeping assess-
ments. I believe this is an issue on
which further consultation with the ex-
ecutive branch is certainly warranted.
This is particularly true at a moment
when the Secretary General has re-
cently put forward a substantial
United Nations reform plan, and the
President’s nominee to be U.S. Ambas-
sador to the U.N. is pending before the
Senate.

After discussions with the majority
leader and other Members, I have come
to the conclusion that we will facili-
tate further consultations on the
peacekeeping cap with the administra-
tion and improve prospects for passage
of the underlying legislation if we
strike this provision. Consequently, I
am hopeful Senators will join me in
passing this amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside in order that I
may send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 267

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCcCAIN],
for himself and Mr. DEWINE, proposes an
amendment numbered 267.
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Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To authorize the extension of non-

discriminatory treatment (normal trade

relations treatment) to the products of

Ukraine)

On page 277, after line 8, add the following:
TITLE XXIX—TRADE TREATMENT OF
UKRAINE

SEC. 2901. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that Ukraine has—

(1) made considerable progress toward re-
specting fundamental human rights con-
sistent with the objectives of title IV of the
Trade Act of 1974;

(2) adopted administrative procedures that
accord its citizens the right to emigrate,
travel freely, and to return to their country
without restriction; and

(3) been found to be in full compliance with
the freedom of emigration provisions in title
IV of the Trade Act of 1974.

SEC. 2902. TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF
TITLE IV OF THE TRADE ACT OF 1974
TO UKRAINE.

(a) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS AND EX-
TENSIONS OF NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any provision of
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2431 et seq.), the President may—

(1) determine that such title should no
longer apply to Ukraine; and

(2) after making a determination under
paragraph (1) with respect to Ukraine, pro-
claim the extension of nondiscriminatory
treatment (normal trade relations treat-
ment) to the products of that country.

(b) TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF TITLE
IV.—On and after the effective date of the
extension under subsection (a)(2) of non-
discriminatory treatment to the products of
Ukraine, title IV of the Trade Act of 1974
shall cease to apply to that country.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, as we all
know, the recent Orange Revolution in
Ukraine marked a huge victory for the
advancement of democracy in the
world. The Ukrainian people made
clear that they would not stand idle as
a corrupt regime sought to deny them
their democratic rights. Now that the
people of Ukraine have seized control
of their destiny, the United States
must stand ready to assist them as
they do the hard work of consolidating
democracy.

The purpose of the amendment is to
repeal the so-called and well-known
Jackson-Vanik amendment, for it to be
terminated with respect to Ukraine. At
his appearance yesterday with Presi-
dent Viktor Yushchenko, President
Bush pledged to seek the termination
of Jackson-Vanik. In a White House
statement yesterday, both Govern-
ments stated that they support ‘“‘imme-
diately ending the application of Jack-
son-Vanik to Ukraine.”” We should all
agree. This 3l1-year-old legislation is,
with respect to Ukraine, now anachro-
nistic and inappropriate. I am pleased
to offer this amendment along with
Senator DEWINE. And I know there will
be others.

Specifically, this amendment would
authorize the President to terminate
the application of Jackson-Vanik,
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which is title IV of the Trade Act of
1974, to Ukraine. Ukraine would then
be eligible to receive permanent nor-
mal trade relations tariff status in its
trade with the United States. Several
Members in the Senate and House have
also introduced legislation to termi-
nate Jackson-Vanik, and these bills in
the Senate have been pending in the
committee since the start of this ses-
sion. I am hopeful that today the Sen-
ate will agree to adopt this amend-
ment.

Beyond any benefits to our bilateral
trading relationship, lifting Jackson-
Vanik for Ukraine constitutes an im-
portant symbol of Ukraine’s new de-
mocracy and its relationship with the
United States. In February, along with
three other Senators and six represent-
atives, I went to Kiev, where we met
with President Yushchenko, Prime
Minister Tymoshenko, and students
who led protests in Independence
Square. I was struck by the great en-
thusiasm for democracy and freedom
that has taken hold in Ukraine, and I
know we all wish the new leaders all
the best as they begin the challenge of
governing. I pledged to them that we
would work toward the lifting of Jack-
son-Vanik on Ukraine, and today I am
happy to move toward that end.

Tomorrow, President Yushchenko
will address a joint session of Congress,
an honor which we bestow on few for-
eign leaders. As we have the privilege
of welcoming this true hero of democ-
racy, I can think of no better gesture
than today terminating the anachro-
nistic and inappropriate Jackson-
Vanik restrictions on Ukraine.

I note the presence of my most re-
spected colleague, Senator LUGAR, who
has gained the respect and appreciation
of all of us with his knowledge and ex-
pertise on issues of national security
and foreign affairs and his chairman-
ship of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. I hope he would see his way
clear to have a look at this amend-
ment, and I would obviously seek his
support.

Mr. President, we who follow events
in that part of the world were thrilled
at the Orange Revolution. We saw a
flawed election that was repudiated by
the people of Ukraine in a peaceful
manner. It was one of the remarkable
events in that part of the world.

I remind my colleagues that Ukraine
is a very pivotal and important coun-
try in its own right, one with a tragic
history of bloodshed and sacrifice but
also, when its geostrategic location is
considered, a very important part of
the world. Dr. Henry Kissinger once
was quoted as saying: Russia with
Ukraine is a Western power, without
Ukraine is an Eastern power.

I fully agree with our President’s
stated commitment yesterday for re-
peal of Jackson-Vanik as far as
Ukraine is concerned.

Jackson-Vanik was a very incredibly
important tool in asserting our support
and advocacy for human rights in then-
Iron-Curtain countries. I think it is
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very clear that neither Senator Jack-
son nor Congressman Vanik envisioned
this anachronistic provision to apply
to a country that is now on the verge
of a functioning democracy in a free
and exuberant nation.

I am told by my staff that somehow
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, or probably more likely one of
his zealous staffers, has said they
would object to this provision because
of the fact there are certain problems
with intellectual property or other rea-
sons. I would hope that assertion of ju-
risdiction, or reluctance to approve of
this, particularly in light of this par-
ticular moment, would disappear in
light of the priorities that this repeal
of Jackson-Vanik would send as a sign
of strong support and advocacy for de-
mocracy and process of an open and
free society which is obviously taking
place in Ukraine.

So if there is a problem that we have
with Ukraine, I would think the Presi-
dent of the United States would have
articulated those views in his meetings
with President Yushchenko yesterday.
And if the President had a problem, he
certainly would not have come out
after the meeting and advocated the re-
peal of Jackson-Vanik.

Not many Americans even KkKnow
what Jackson-Vanik is. But a whole lot
of people in these countries that this
law still applies to are very aware of it.
I think it would not only be appro-
priate to send a signal with the repeal
of Jackson-Vanik as far as Ukraine is
concerned, but I think it would be a
slap in the face to the new Ukrainian
Government and people because some
committee of the Senate asserted its
jurisdiction at a time when we should
be providing as much encouragement
as we can to the process of democracy
and freedom, which has exhilarated all
of us as we watched this marvelous
transformation take place.

So I urge adoption of the amend-
ment. I hope we can dispose of the
amendment today. If the chairman of
the Finance Committee or any of his
staff would like to debate this issue, I
would be more than happy to engage in
that at their convenience and have a
recorded vote, which I think would
carry overwhelmingly in the Senate.

I again recognize the leadership and
dedicated hard work on this legislation
by our distinguished and respected
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
for his very thoughtful comments
about my work in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. I thank him for offer-
ing this amendment.

Let me point out, as the Senator
from Arizona has already, a number of
bills attempting to achieve repeal of
Jackson-Vanik have been introduced in
both Houses. But they have not come
to conclusion, and apparently today
that will happen.
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I am one of the authors of one of
those bills, S. 632, which authorizes the
extension of permanent normal trade
relations treatment with Ukraine. As
the Senator from Arizona has pointed
out, unfortunately Ukraine is still sub-
ject to the provisions of the Jackson-
Vanik amendment to the Trade Act of
1974, which sanctions nations for fail-
ure to comply with freedom of emigra-
tion requirements. My bill, and I be-
lieve Senator McCAIN’s bill, would re-
peal permanently the application of
Jackson-Vanik to Ukraine. As has been
mentioned by the distinguished Sen-
ator, that bill has been referred to the
Finance Committee, which still has it
under consideration.

But I would offer this argument. In
the post-Cold-War era, Ukraine has
demonstrated a commitment to meet-
ing the requirements for the lifting of
Jackson-Vanik and, in addition, has
expressed a strong desire to abide by
free market principles and good gov-
ernance.

Last November 21, I served as Presi-
dent Bush’s personal representative to
the runoff election between Prime Min-
ister Yanukovich and Viktor
Yushchenko. During that visit, I pro-
moted free and fair election procedures
that would strengthen worldwide re-
spect for the legitimacy of the winning
candidate. Unfortunately, that was not
possible at that time. The Government
of Ukraine allowed, or aided and abet-
ted, wholesale fraud and abuse that
changed the results of that November
21 election. It is clear that Prime Min-
ister Yanukovich did not win that elec-
tion.

In response, however, the people of
Ukraine rallied in the streets and
squares and demanded justice. After
tremendous international pressure and
mediation, Ukraine repeated the runoff
election. It was held on December 26. A
newly named Central Election Com-
mission and a new set of election laws
led to a much improved process. Inter-
national monitors concluded the proc-
ess was generally free and fair. Viktor
Yushchenko was inaugurated as Presi-
dent of, Ukraine, and tomorrow he will
address a joint session of our Congress.

Extraordinary events have occurred
in Ukraine over the last several
months since the December 26 election.
A free press has revolted against Gov-
ernment intimidation and reasserted
itself. An emerging middle class has
found its political footing. A new gen-
eration has embraced democracy and
openness. A society has rebelled
against the illegal activities of its Gov-
ernment. It is in our interest to recog-
nize and to protect these advances in
Ukraine.

The United States has a long record
of cooperation with UkKkraine through
the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat
Reduction Act.

Ukraine inherited the third largest
nuclear arsenal in the world with the
fall of the Soviet Union. Through the
Nunn-Lugar Program, the TUnited
States has assisted Ukraine in elimi-
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nating this deadly arsenal and joining
the nonproliferation treaty as a non-
nuclear state.

One of the areas where we can deepen
United States-Ukraine relations is bi-
lateral trade. Trade relations between
the United States and Ukraine are cur-
rently governed by a bilateral trade
agreement signed in 1992. There are
other economic agreements in place
seeking to further facilitate economic
cooperation between the United States
and Ukraine, including a bilateral in-
vestment treaty which was signed in
1996 and a taxation treaty signed in the
year 2000. In addition, Ukraine com-
menced negotiations to become a mem-
ber of the World Trade Organization in
1993, further demonstrating its com-
mitment to adhere to the free market
principles of fair trade.

In light of its adherence to freedom
of immigration requirements, demo-
cratic principles, compliance with
threat reduction, and several agree-
ments on economic cooperation, the
products of Ukraine should not be sub-
ject to the sanctions of Jackson-Vanik.

There are areas in which Ukraine
needs to continue to improve. These in-
clude market access, protection of in-
tellectual property, and reduction of
tariffs. The United States must remain
committed to assisting Ukraine in pur-
suing market economic reforms. The
permanent waiver of Jackson-Vanik
and establishment of permanent nor-
mal trade relations will be the founda-
tion on which further progress in a bur-
geoning economic partnership can be
made.

My colleagues on the Finance Com-
mittee have committed to joining me
in supporting this important legisla-
tion. It is essential that the Finance
Committee and the full Senate act
promptly to bolster this burgeoning de-
mocracy to promote stability in this
region. I am most hopeful that in the
course of the day, we will take favor-
able action on this amendment.

For the moment, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise for
the point of giving information to all
Senators about the legislation we have
in front of us. As the Chair has ob-
served, several minutes have passed
without activity. We have through
staff attempted to notify all Senators
who might be anticipating offering
amendments or action on this bill. This
will be an excellent opportunity to do
so prior to the time the two party
luncheons are held and a recess for
that reason is called. We know that fol-
lowing lunch, there will be two impor-
tant amendments offered, and we wel-
come those. I would like to proceed to
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our debate and votes, with disposition
of amendments that are now pending.

I simply mention, Mr. President, that
I recognize, as does the Chair, many
Senators are under some urgent re-
quirements in terms of scheduling in
this particular week, as we mourn the
death of Pope John Paul II. Some Sen-
ators are contemplating potential trav-
el to the funeral of the Pope. Others
have other requirements. So it would
be my intent, as we conclude these
amendments that are available, to
move for final passage of the bill, to
conclude activity on this bill today and
as early today as possible.

My understanding is a potential de-
bate on the Social Security issue will
ensue at some point this evening after
we have concluded activities on the au-
thorization bill. So we might make
that more readily available and that
time more certain. I mention this be-
cause for Senators who do have amend-
ments, even if they are not completely
formulated, I request they bring those
to the floor so that staff on both sides
of the aisle can work through those
amendments to find an acceptable
form. It would be at least our general
view of a liberal policy of adopting
amendments that enhance the author-
ization process and do no violence at
least to the foreign policy objectives of
the United States.

With that in mind, hopefully those
listening to the debate will hear our
plea, proceed with amendments, and
help us with the activities.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. Having spoken to the
chairman of the committee, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for no more than 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Morning Business.”’)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BURR). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274,

275, 276, AND 277, EN BLOC

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a group of amendments to S.
600 that have the approval of the man-
agers of the bill. The package has bi-
partisan support. I intend to ask they

(Mr.
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be agreed to by unanimous consent as

soon as the ranking member has joined

me in the Senate.

I have received word that the pres-
ence of the ranking member will not be
required. Staff on both sides of the
aisle have cleared these amendments;
therefore, I ask they be agreed to en
bloc by unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:

(Purpose: To permit grants to be used for
broadcasting outside the Middle East region)

On page 59, strike lines 16 though 25 and in-
sert the following:

‘“(a) AUTHORITY.—Grants authorized under
section 305 shall be available to make annual
grants to Middle East Broadcasting Net-
works for the purpose of carrying out radio
and television broadcasting.

““(b) FuNcTION.—Middle East Broadcasting
Networks shall provide radio and television
programming consistent with the broad-
casting standards and broadcasting prin-
ciples set forth in section 303.

(Purpose: To limit the compensation paid to
employees of the Middle East Broadcasting
Networks)

On page 60, between lines 20 and 21, insert
the following:

‘“(C) not more than 5 officers or employees
of the Middle East Broadcasting Networks
may be provided a rate of basic compensa-
tion at such rate authorized for Level II of
the Executive Schedule provided in section
5313 of title 5, United States Code, and such
compensation shall be subject to the provi-
sions of section 5307 of such title.

(Purpose: To require payments from the
Broadcasting Board of Governors for costs
resulting from the creditable service of
employees of the Middle East Broadcasting
Networks)

On page 64, strike lines 3 through 6, and in-
sert the following:

(4) CREDITABLE SERVICE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 8332(b)(11) of title
5, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘the Middle East Broadcasting Net-
works;”’ after ‘‘the Asia Foundation;”.

(B) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—With regard to
creditable service with the Middle East
Broadcasting Networks, the Broadcasting
Board of Governors shall—

(i) pay into the Civil Service Retirement
and Disability Fund an amount determined
by the Director of the Office of Personnel
Management to be necessary to reimburse
such Fund for any estimated increase in the
unfunded liability of such Fund that results
from the amendment made by subparagraph
(4), computed using dynamic assumptions;
and

(ii) pay the amount required by clause (i)
in 5 equal annual installments, together with
interest on such amount computed at the
rate used in the computation required by
such clause.

(Purpose: To extend the United States Advi-
sory Commission on Public Diplomacy
until 2008)

On page 110, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following new section:

SEC. 812. UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMIS-

SION ON PUBLIC DIPLOMACY.

Section 1334 of the Foreign Affairs Reform
and Restructuring Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6553)
is amended by striking ‘‘October 1, 2005’ and
inserting ‘‘October 1, 2008’.

(Purpose: To clarify Foreign Service Griev-
ance Board procedures in the case of an al-
leged overpayment of an annuity)

On page 47, line 13, strike ‘‘and’’;
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On page 47, line 15, strike the period at the
end and insert as semicolon and ‘“‘and”.

On page 47, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

(3) by striking ‘‘or allowances’ and insert-
ing ‘‘allowances, or annuities”’.
(Purpose: To limit the availability of funds

authorized for contributions for inter-

national peacekeeping activities)

On page 12, strike lines 11 through 13, and
insert the following:

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—

(A) FISCAL YEAR 2006.—Fifteen percent of
the funds appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) for fiscal year 2006 are authorized
to remain available until September 30, 2007.

(B) FI1SCAL YEAR 2007.—Fifteen percent of
the funds appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) for fiscal year 2007 are authorized
to remain available until September 30, 2008.

(Purpose: To provide a short title)

On page 1, after line 2, insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Foreign Af-
fairs Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 2006
and 2007,

(Purpose: To require a determination to pro-
vide assistance for destruction of small
arms and related ammunition)

Beginning on page 150, strike line 18 and
all that follows through page 151, line 4, and
insert the following:

(a) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY.—Section
551 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2348) is amended by adding at the end
“Such assistance may also include assist-
ance for demining activities, clearance of
unexploded ordnance, destruction of small
arms and related ammunition when deter-
mined to be in the national security interest
of the United States, and related activities,
notwithstanding any other provision of
law.”.

(Purpose: To require a determination to pro-
vide assistance for the safeguarding, re-
moval, or elimination of conventional
weapons and related ammunition)

On page 272, line 15, strike ‘‘weapons,’” and
insert ‘“‘weapons and related ammunition
when determined to be in the national secu-
rity interest of the United States,”’.
(Purpose: To waive the passport fees for a

relative of a deceased member of the

Armed Forces proceeding abroad to visit

the grave of such member or to attend a

funeral or memorial service for such mem-

ber)

On page T4, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following new section:

SEC. 603. PASSPORT FEES.

Section 1 of the Act of June 4, 1920 (22
U.S.C. 214) is amended in the third sentence
by striking ‘‘or from a widow, widower,
child, parent, brother, or sister of a deceased
member of the Armed Forces proceeding
abroad to visit the grave of such member”’
and inserting ‘‘or from a widow, widower,
child, parent, grandparent, brother, or sister
of a deceased member of the Armed Forces
proceeding abroad to visit the grave of such
member or to attend a funeral or memorial
service for such member’’.

Mr. LUGAR. I simply point out these
are amendments that followed the con-
sideration of the bill in the Committee
on Foreign Relations and were sug-
gested by the administration. They
have been carefully considered over the
course of several days, and there has
been unanimous consent on the list
that was agreed to.

I encourage Senators who have
amendments, once again, to come to
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the Senate to make their presence
known so we can work with them. It
would be our hope we could accept
most of those amendments or work on
modifications so they can be part of
the legislation, as has been the case
with the package we just agreed to.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:32 p.m.,
recessed until 2:16 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

———

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HOWELL
HEFLIN

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise
today with a heavy heart to pay trib-
ute to the passing of my good friend,
our former colleague, Senator Howell
Heflin.

Judge Heflin, as we often called him,
was a stalwart in the Senate, devoted
to improving my State of Alabama and
the Nation with each decision he made
and I believe every vote he cast.

When I first entered the Senate in
1987, Judge Heflin was the senior Sen-
ator from my State of Alabama. I con-
sidered him a good friend and colleague
over the 18 years he served here. I al-
ways appreciated his humor and his
solid values. I believe he will be re-
membered as one of Alabama’s most re-
spected politicians.

Judge Heflin was a strong voice for
Alabama in the Senate. He served as
chairman of the Senate Ethics Com-
mittee and as a member of the Senate
Judiciary Committee. He worked to en-
sure that Alabama was indeed well rep-
resented in this body.

He was deeply devoted to his job,
and, as we know, often spent dinners
out that were meant to be time off as
an opportunity to help his constituents
who happened to be at the same res-
taurant.

Howell Heflin was born June 19, 1921,
in Poulan, GA, to Reverend Marvin
Rutledge Heflin and Louise Strudwick
Heflin. He graduated from Colbert
County High School in Leighton, AL,
and Birmingham Southern College in
Birmingham, AL.

Following his graduation from Bir-
mingham Southern College in 1942,
Judge Heflin enlisted in the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps. His military service during
World War II took him to the Pacific
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Theater, where he was wounded twice
and awarded the Silver Star for brav-
ery. He was also awarded two Purple
Hearts.

Upon his return from World War II,
he attended the University of Alabama
School of Law and was admitted to the
Alabama State Bar in 1948. From 1948
to 1971, Judge Heflin was an attorney
in Tuscumbia, AL.

He was elected as the chief justice of
the Alabama Supreme Court in 1970. He
was well known for his efforts to mod-
ernize Alabama’s legal system. It was
because of his profound work as chief
justice that he became affectionately
known as ‘‘The Judge’ even after he
became a Senator. He was elected first
to the Senate in 1978, and was reelected
to two more terms, for a total of 18
years of service—three terms—in the
Senate.

In 1997, he left public life and re-
turned home to Tuscumbia, AL, to
enjoy time with his family.

Howell Thomas Heflin led a full life.
Each chapter of his life—as a war hero,
a jurist, and a public servant—was
completed with great fervor and devo-
tion. He did nothing halfway, and ev-
eryone who knew him recognized and
appreciated that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I, too,
wish to speak in morning business.
What a passing of a great generation. I,
too, want to pay my respects to Sen-
ator Heflin, an outstanding Senator, a
wonderful Senator from Alabama.
When I came to the Senate in 1987, he
was one of the men of the Senate who
welcomed me with graciousness. He in-
troduced me to hand-pulled barbecue
from Alabama. He also introduced me
to the Marshall Space Program. I had
the opportunity to work with him in
terms of creating jobs in Alabama and
also creating opportunity through the
Space Program.

He embodied the qualities of hard
work, honesty, humility, and humor,
and he left this earth with a great leg-
acy. Senator Heflin died on March 29,
2005, last week. He is survived by his
wife Elizabeth Heflin; a son, Howard
Thomas Heflin, Jr.; a daughter-in-law,
Corneila Hood Heflin; grandson Wilson
Charmichael Heflin; and a grand-
daughter, Mary Catherine Heflin.

Senator Heflin was devoted to his
family, his State, and his country. As a
World War II hero, he put his love of
country above all else. He made re-
markable contributions to Alabama
and the Nation as a whole. His warm-
hearted personality will be remem-
bered by all who knew him well. We
will all miss him. We will certainly
miss him in the Senate.

I yield the floor.

——
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2006
AND 2007—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.
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Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, very
shortly there will be a unanimous con-
sent request on how to proceed on the
Boxer amendment, which has not been
introduced yet but will be spoken to
shortly. I would like, with the permis-
sion of my friend from California, to
make a brief opening statement rel-
ative to the overall bill.

Mrs. BOXER. Would the Senator also
then make the unanimous consent re-
quest for the 40/20 so I know that is in
line?

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I say to
my friend, we are just clearing it with
the leadership. We are working that
out. I am sure we will be able to move
the amendment immediately after my
statement which I don’t think will
take more than a few minutes.

Mr. President, under the leadership
of Chairman LUGAR, we tried very hard
to move this bill in the last couple of
years. I hope the third time is a charm.
As 1 believe the chairman has ex-
plained, the bill contains the basic au-
thorization for all the major foreign af-
fairs agencies and programs at the De-
partment of State, foreign assistance
programs, the Broadcasting Board of
Governors, and the Peace Corps.

The bill contains several initiatives I
would like to briefly highlight.

I am glad the bill includes the Global
Pathogen Surveillance Act, which we
have been trying to enact over 3 years.
In recent years, the SARS epidemic
and the avian flu epidemic have made
us acutely aware of how vulnerable the
world is to a rapid spread of infectious
diseases. We face that same vulner-
ability for diseases that might be used
as weapons of bioterrorism.

The Global Pathogen Surveillance
Act will combat the bioterrorism
threat by improving other countries’
capabilities to detect and limit disease
outbreaks and by improving inter-
national investigation of disease out-
breaks. Because these diseases—wheth-
er they are natural occurrences or
man-made—have no respect for bor-
ders, we are only as safe as the weakest
link in the chain is strong. This bill
will go a long way to help other coun-
tries at an early stage detect the exist-
ence of these diseases, these potential
biodiseases that can be spread via what
we call bioterrorism.

The majority leader, who cospon-
sored the original version of the act in
2001, is once again pressing for action
on this bill. He added a very useful pro-
vision to the act, which Chairman
LUGAR and I have happily endorsed,
calling for the executive branch to de-
velop a real-time data collection and
analysis capability to serve as a warn-
ing sign for a possible bioterrorism
event. With the majority leader’s sup-
port, I hope and believe this year we
will finally enact this important meas-
ure.

I am also proud of the work the com-
mittee has done, with the chairman’s
leadership, to help the U.S. Govern-
ment strengthen its capacity to handle
postconflict reconstruction.
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In the last decade, the United States
has taken on stabilization missions in
countries such as Bosnia, East Timor,
Haiti, Somalia, Afghanistan, and Iraq.
In the decade to come, whether we like
it or not, nation-building and
postconflict resolution and reconstruc-
tion will remain important to our secu-
rity. As the Presiding Officer knows be-
cause of all the work he has done in the
Balkans, this is not something that
gets done in a day and we are able to
leave behind in a year. We should not
attempt to reinvent the wheel every
time we are faced with a stabilization
crisis, such as the one we faced in the
last decade. It is inefficient and inef-
fective. Rather than address crises by
cobbling together plans and personnel
each time they occur as we have been
doing, we need to be better prepared.

This bill establishes a special office
in the State Department for recon-
struction and stabilization. It estab-
lishes a special corps of civilian recon-
struction experts who would be ready
to be deployed on short notice. The bill
also creates a special emergency fund
to deal with such crises.

Finally, I am pleased the chairman
and I are able to agree on the inclusion
of a provision to protect vulnerable
persons during humanitarian emer-
gencies—an undated version of a bill I
first introduced in 2003 called the
Women and Children in Conflict Pro-
tection Act.

I have been concerned about the vul-
nerability of women and children af-
fected by conflict and humanitarian
emergencies for some time now. Since
the accusations were made about sex-
ual exploitation of refugees by humani-
tarian workers in west Africa nearly 3
years ago, that concern has been
heightened.

Most recently, we have been con-
fronted with cases of rape used as a
weapon of war in Darfur, sexual exploi-
tation and abuse by U.N. peacekeepers
in the Democratic Republic of Congo,
and concerns that the children affected
by the tsunami in Asia could be vulner-
able to human trafficking.

This provision in the bill establishes
a coordinator at the Department of
State or AID specifically charged with
ensuring that our assistance programs
not only provide food and shelter, but
also support programs to prevent sex-
ual exploitation and abuse of those liv-
ing in refugee and internally displaced
persons camps. It prohibits U.S. fund-
ing of humanitarian organizations that
do not sign a code of conduct prohib-
iting improper relations between aid
workers and beneficiaries. Finally, the
provision authorizes the President to
provide aid specifically for things such
as security for refugee camps or some-
thing as simple and inexpensive as buy-
ing firewood so women will not have to
leave these camps, which they have to
do now, in order to find material with
which they can make a fire to cook and
find themselves subject to rape and ex-
ploitation outside the confines of these
camps.
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We have a very good bill that was
passed out of our committee 18 to 0. I
urge my colleagues, as Senator BOXER
is about to do, to come forward with
their amendments because I, like the
chairman, would very much like to
move this bill forward. It is within the
budget. It is right on the button of the
President’s budget number. It has, as I
said, unanimous support out of our
committee. I believe it is a solid bill,
and I hope we can move it forward this
year.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, in a short
while, we hope to have a unanimous
consent agreement so that Members
will have a roadmap for the remainder
of the afternoon. That is not at hand
for the moment; therefore, I hope the
Chair might recognize the distin-
guished Senator from California, who
will offer an amendment. Informally,
we have talked in terms of an hour of
debate being the limit, 40 minutes for
the Senator from California, 20 min-
utes for me or others I may designate.
We will encapsulate, hopefully, a unan-
imous consent agreement in due course
during the course of this debate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would
like to ask my chairman, for whom I
have great respect and admiration, am
I then to send the amendment to the
desk at this time?

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I prefer
the Senator send it to the desk and our
debate commence.

AMENDMENT NO. 278

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk, and I ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER],
for herself, Ms. SNOWE, and Mrs. MURRAY,
proposes an amendment numbered 278.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit the application of cer-

tain restrictive eligibility requirements to

foreign nongovernmental organizations
with respect to the provision of assistance
under part I of the Foreign Assistance Act

of 1961)

On page 172, after line 23, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 2227. GLOBAL DEMOCRACY PROMOTION.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, regulation, or policy, in determining
eligibility for assistance authorized under
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.), foreign nongovern-
mental organizations—

(1) shall not be ineligible for such assist-
ance solely on the basis of health or medical
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services including counseling and referral
services, provided by such organizations with
non-United States Government funds if such
services do not violate the laws of the coun-
try in which they are being provided and
would not violate United States Federal law
if provided in the United States; and

(2) shall not be subject to requirements re-
lating to the use of non-United States Gov-
ernment funds for advocacy and lobbying ac-
tivities other than those that apply to
United States nongovernmental organiza-
tions receiving assistance under part I of
such Act.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I
am offering an amendment to overturn
the so-called Mexico City policy which
undermines some of our country’s most
important values and goals. The Mex-
ico City policy is also known as the
global gag rule, and I will explain what
it does in a moment.

Most of my colleagues know the his-
tory of this policy. It was named the
Mexico City policy because that is
where it was announced in 1984. But it
is also known, as I said, as the global
gag rule because that is exactly what it
does—it gags international organiza-
tions that receive USAID family plan-
ning funds.

What does that mean? It means, for
example, that a family planning clinic
in Nepal that receives USAID funding
is prohibited from using its own
funds—the clinic’s own funds—to pro-
vide, advocate for, or even talk about
abortion to the women they serve, even
talk to a woman about her options.

Let’s be clear what we are talking
about one more time. We are not talk-
ing about spending one slim dime or
one penny of U.S. money to pay for
abortions abroad because that has been
illegal under the Helms Act since 1973.
So since 1973, U.S. funds abroad cannot
be used in any way to advocate for
abortion, to allow women to have an
abortion, or to refer her for an abor-
tion. U.S. funds since 1973 can never be
used for any of those purposes.

We can debate that, but I am not
going to debate that. What I am going
to debate is why the greatest, freest
country in the world, the United States
of America, would put a global gag
rule, put a tape over the mouths of or-
ganizations that are trying to help the
women in their country if they use
their own funds—not U.S. funds but
their own funds—for those purposes.

I cannot understand for the life of me
how we can in good faith, as the lead-
ing democracy in the world, sending
our troops abroad—and they are dying
every day for freedom of speech and for
the kind of constitution we hope others
will have—how we could put a global
gag rule on those organizations when
in this country we could not even con-
sider it for 2 seconds because it would
be completely unconstitutional.

This is a free country. We are proud
of the fact that it is free. We are proud
of the fact that we do not tell our citi-
zens what they can think, what they
can say, if it is on their own dime. Yet
abroad, in some of the poorest coun-
tries in the world, we are saying if they
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want to get a penny of Federal funds,
USAID or the like, they cannot use
their own funds in any way they would
like. We are telling family planning
clinics that are in the toughest of cir-
cumstances, treating women in the
direst poverty, that they are gagged if
they want to receive any U.S. funds.

Again, these restrictions we are plac-
ing on these nonprofit agencies would
be unconstitutional and unacceptable
in the United States of America.

Ironically, what is very interesting is
the global gag rule is even stricter
than the requirements put on by the
Helms amendment. So this is an unbe-
lievable move by this administration,
after these restrictions were removed
in 1993, to place these restrictions
back.

It is true that the White House, de-
pending on who is in the White House,
has shifted back and forth on the advis-
ability of the global gag rule, but the
Senate has always said it has no place
as part of American law. The Senate
has stood proud, Democrats and
enough Republicans, yes, to make sure
that we do not have a double standard,
that we do not say with the one hand
to these countries we want democracy
for them, we want freedom for them,
we want freedom of speech for them,
and then on the other hand say, but if
they exercise it they are going to be
punished.

Tell me how that makes sense for
America. Tell me how that makes any
sense for our credibility in the world.

The last time we debated this global
gag rule and the Mexico City policy in
this Chamber was about 2 years ago. I
introduced this exact amendment, and
it passed with bipartisan support. We
hope we will achieve that same out-
come today. It will be a close vote—we
have had some changes in this body—
but we still think and hope we have the
votes. We will find that out.

What is at stake is do we want to
have an America that lives what it
says, that not only says to the world
freedom is good and freedom of expres-
sion is good, and if groups work hard
and raise their own funds, as long as
they spend them consistent with their
own laws in their own countries, we
will say it is their right. But, oh, no,
that is not what this administration
has done. One of the first things the
President did when he got elected the
first time was to put back in place this
global gag rule.

This global gag rule is not fair. We
are a country that believes in funda-
mental fairness. Yet this global gag
rule tells foreign nongovernmental or-
ganizations—these are people working
in the toughest of circumstances—how
they should spend their own money.

For example, it tells clinics they can-
not use their own money to help a
woman in deep despair who comes in
with a serious problem, an unintended
pregnancy that perhaps was even
forced on her. It tells the NGOs, the
nongovernmental organizations, they
cannot use their own funds even to ad-
vocate for less restrictive laws.
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For example, let’s say there is a law
on the books in one of these poor coun-
tries that says if a person is raped or a
victim of incest they cannot have an
abortion, and in this country we
changed that. If one is a victim of rape
or incest we say Federal funds can be
used to help her. Let us say there is a
country that has a total restriction,
even if someone is raped or there is in-
cest involved, and the mnongovern-
mental entity is trying to change that
law in their country. Under the global
gag rule we say they will lose all of
their Federal American dollars if they
advocate to change what I would call
ignorant laws.

This global gag rule tells clinics that
they cannot use their own funds to
even tell a woman who comes before
them what her options could be. Even
if the woman asks what she can do,
they cannot tell her. In our country,
that would be illegal, unconstitutional.
But, no, we put this on the poorest na-
tions of the world. That is not Uncle
Sam, that is Imperial Sam, and none of
us wants to be imperial. At least that
is my impression. We want to be demo-
cratic. But we are not acting in a
democratic fashion when we have this
double standard around the world.

We believe in freedom of speech and
yvet the global gag rule tells foreign
nongovernmental organizations they
cannot in any way express an opinion
on this subject without losing their
funds. We do not tell organizations of
the United States of America what
they can say and what they cannot say
in this country, even if we find it offen-
sive. There are a lot of organizations
that I find we would be better off with-
out. I do not think their advocacy is
right, but I have no right as a Senator
to tell any organization in America I
am tired of hearing what they are say-
ing, do not say it anymore, because if
I tried to stop them I would be ruled
out of order, unconstitutional, and
that would be the right thing.

Yet we do it to foreign nongovern-
mental organizations.

Some Senators just came back from
Iraq. I was one of those people. We saw
the unimaginable challenges facing our
soldiers, government officials, and the
Iraqis themselves as they struggle to
deal with a very dangerous insurgency
in that country. Our soldiers are put-
ting their lives on the line so that the
Iraqis have a chance to live in freedom.
One of the foremost freedoms in our
country that we wish for other people
is freedom of speech. Government will
not interfere with a person no matter
what they say. As long as they are not
hurting anybody or inciting anybody,
they can hold an opinion. That is why
our soldiers are over there fighting so
that the Iraqi people can write a con-
stitution that gives them the same
freedoms we have.

We heard the Iraqis tell us, the up
and coming leaders: We read your con-
stitution, we read your history, we
know about your filibuster, and how it
protects minority rights. These are the
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Iraqis. We heard our soldiers say they
are willing to risk their lives so the
Iraqis can have freedom. Well, that in-
cludes freedom of speech. Yet we take
away the freedom of nongovernmental
organizations to tell the truth to the
women who may come before them
seeking help with their reproductive
freedom.

Our policy should be a model for the
world, but the gag rule instead sends a
bad signal. It enforces a dangerous code
of silence. It tells people if the govern-
ment in power does not agree with
them, then they should put a gag over
their mouth and just suck it up and not
tell the truth about how they feel and
keep vital information from the women
they are serving. Whether one is pro-
choice or anti-choice, this has nothing
to do with it. It is a question of free-
dom of speech. I hope that regardless of
how we come down on the issue of
choice, we would agree that it is fair to
debate it. I may not like to hear your
opinion if I do not agree with you, it
may be hard for me to handle, but that
is part of this great country. We have
to listen to each other. We have to de-
bate and we have to respect each oth-
er’s views. But I am not showing re-
spect if I walk up to a Senator on the
floor and say, you know what, I am
tired of hearing your point of view and
I am going to put a gag over your
mouth. How ridiculous. If they did that
to me? How ridiculous. It is freedom of
speech we are talking about, and the
global gag rule takes a hammer to our
Constitution, to our credibility, and I
think just knocks us down in the eyes
of the world. And it makes hypocritical
what we are asking our soldiers to do
across this globe.

I want to give some examples. In
Peru, for example, family planning
NGOs funded by the U.S. were barred
from advocating against a constitu-
tional clause banning abortion. It was
not the Peruvian Government gagging
their own people, it was our Govern-
ment. And it was not all Peruvian
NGOs who were barred from partici-
pating in that debate, it was only those
who opposed the abortion ban. The
other people were free to talk about it.

What is that about? America comes
in and says if you want our money you
can only advocate for the position that
the Government in power wants. You
cannot have another opinion. I think
that is beyond outrageous.

Just listen to what one nongovern-
mental organization leader in Peru
said, and I am quoting this individual:

We used to hold debates, invite medical
doctors, produce research publications. We
cannot speak as freely now. No one knows at
what point it becomes prohibited speech.
USAID told us we couldn’t lobby for abortion
liberalization or decriminalization. If we at-
tend a general conference and the issue of
abortion comes up, we can speak. But we
don’t know how much we can talk about it
before it crosses over to not being permitted
anymore. We, for example, can do research
on unsafe abortions, but if we draw any con-
clusions someone can say, ‘‘that’s lobbying,”’
[and we will lose all of our money.]
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This is a terrible thing, this global
gag rule. I am so proud of the Senate.
Every time we have brought it up we
overturned it. I hope that will be the
case today.

I want to tell you a story about a
real case in Nepal. In 2001, this issue
came to my attention. There was a
nongovernmental organization that
had to make a Hobson’s choice: Do we
take USAID money which we des-
perately need to help our people if it
will force us to remain silent on the
issue of reproductive freedom? What
should we do? Should we give up the
money and retain our freedom?

Let me tell you what this organiza-
tion did. It gave back the USAID
money, even though it put them in a
very precarious financial position.
They did it because of a 13-year-old girl
named Min Min. I brought her picture
with me to the Senate floor 2 years ago
because I wanted my colleagues to see
the face of what we are talking about
here today. This is not just about free-
dom of speech. This is about real, live
people and what happens to them if
they cannot get reproductive health
care.

Min Min was raped by a relative. She
was raped by an uncle. She became
pregnant, and it was a shame upon the
family and the family said you must
have an illegal abortion. As a result of
that illegal abortion of a girl 13 years
old who was raped by her uncle, some-
one was sentenced to 20 years in prison.
Who was it? Was it the rapist? No. Was
it the parents who said you have to end
the pregnancy? No. It was this tiny
girl, 13 years old, who was sent to jail
for 20 years for the crime of being
raped by a relative and being forced by
her family to have an abortion.

The nongovernmental organization
wanted to go to bat for this child, so
they turned back American money.
Can you believe it? We punished an or-
ganization that wanted to go to bat for
a 13-year-old rape victim—incest vic-
tim, really. We took the side of the
rapist. That is what we did. We said to
the NGO: If you want to help this child,
give back the money because you can-
not advocate for changing the law in
your land.

So this clinic in Nepal turned back
their money—our money—and fought
for Min Min. She had her 14th birthday
in prison. She had her 15th birthday in
prison. But then, because they did not
take American money and they were
free to lobby in behalf of Min Min, they
succeeded in changing the laws of
Nepal, and they helped set that little
girl free.

For their valor and their courage and
their success in freeing a child from
prison who was put there after she was
raped by her uncle, this is what they
had to do. They had to give up $100,000
in USAID funding, and they had to let
60 staff members go. They couldn’t help
more than 50,000 other people who des-
perately needed them.

These are the real stories behind this
Presidential edict of the President,
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when he steps up to the plate and says
I am putting in place a gag rule.

I am ashamed. I am ashamed that we
were on the side of the rapist and
against the side of a little girl who was
a victim of incest. How can this Senate
look at that story and say, yes, that’s
right, we want to be on the side of the
rapist? Why should the rapist suffer?
We don’t want to change the laws in
Nepal. To me, this example alone is
enough reason to do away with this
global gag rule.

Here is another point. We should al-
ways look at our policies and ask the
question: Are our policies decreasing
the number of abortions that take
place worldwide because all of us want
to decrease the number of abortions
taking place worldwide. Frankly, the
Mexico City global gag rule makes it
far tougher to reduce the number of
abortions. We support family planning
counseling and care. We support family
planning, I thought, because we want
to prevent abortions. Between 1988 and
2001, modern contraceptive use in Rus-
sia increased by T4 percent, and the
abortion rate went down 60 percent. So
there is a direct correlation between
contraception and education on how to
use contraception and the abortion
rate. I say this, even though I believe
this should be a known fact, but some-
times we seem to forget it. So what
happens when we punish a nongovern-
mental organization that is involved
with family planning, such as that
clinic in Nepal I talked to you about,
that had to give back $100,000 and lay
off 60 people? They could no longer
serve the women who so desperately
needed their help.

Is this President saying he wants to
keep contraception away from women
who are asking for it? Because if that
is what he wants to do, this global gag
rule is doing just that. This is a radical
thing we are dealing with because when
you tell agencies they have to make a
deal with the devil, take money and
then be gagged, many of them will say:
I don’t want your money. I would rath-
er be able to advocate.

And if they do not take the money,
then they are in a terrible cir-
cumstance because they have to lay off
people who would otherwise go out and
counsel young women about family
planning. Then, when those young
women, in the poorest of the poor na-
tions, are desperate, unfortunately
they may seek what we called here,
when abortion was illegal, back-ally
abortions—and women died. Many
women have died, thousands every year
across this globe, because of illegal,
unsafe abortions.

I believe very much that family plan-
ning is the answer. It can bring us all
together, whether we believe in a wom-
an’s right to chose or we believe the
Government should be involved in it,
we should not tell a woman, tell a fam-
ily how to live their lives regardless of
what side you are on. My goodness.
Family planning ought to bring us to-
gether.

S3179

For those of us who believe abortion
should be safe, legal, and rare, the way
to get to that place is to have adequate
family planning. For those of us who
believe the Government should pro-
hibit the jailing of women and doctors
who have or give abortions, they
should want to have family planning
services so we have fewer abortions.

Why don’t we hold hands on this vote
as we have in the past and walk down
the aisle together across those divides
and say family planning is the way to
make abortion rare? That is the key.
But the global gag rule has the oppo-
site impact. The global gag rule is
causing more abortions because the
nongovernmental organizations will
not take the funding, they won’t be
gagged, and they won’t have the staff
to go out and give those women the ad-
vice and the contraceptions that they
are asking for.

There is another issue that comes
into play here, and that is the issue of
HIV/AIDS. Preventing AIDS is very im-
portant. The use of modern family
planning methods will help us prevent
AIDS.

This global gag rule is dangerous. It
is dangerous directly, and it is dan-
gerous indirectly. It goes against our
Constitution and freedom of speech. If
this President tried to put this kind of
gag rule on in America, he would be
laughed out of the courts. Of course,
they do not do that because we have
something called the Constitution and
freedom of speech. We don’t go around
putting a gag on doctors who have
their own practices. We let them do
what they think is right—to do no
harm and to help people.

I want to talk about a school in
Uganda where three of its students died
from unsafe abortions. The same man
impregnated the three girls. It was a
horrible tragedy. But the local clinic
still didn’t know what to do since it re-
ceived USAID funding. They had a situ-
ation where three girls were impreg-
nated by the same man, and they
didn’t want to give back the money
they had gotten from the United States
of America. This is what they said.

What should the school do? Refer the
girls to the clinic? It is a very difficult
situation for the nurses. What can they
counsel about? It is a problem if the
provider is a member of that commu-
nity. A person cannot even speak as a
community member or a parent. Be-
cause how can you differentiate be-
tween an individual and the fact that
they are an employee of a nongovern-
mental organization?

The point here is that if someone in
the clinic in the area where one man
impregnated three girls in the school
feels that he or she can’t speak out in
their capacity as an individual citizen
because they work for a nongovern-
mental organization that could be
forced to give up its funding—+this is a
very bad policy. We are saying to clin-
ics throughout the world that are sup-
posedly trying to help that you must
choose between limiting your services
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to a woman who comes to you in des-
perate need or shut down your doors
because you have to give back the
funding from the United States of
America. It is really a stunning and
unfair policy.

One of the Planned Parenthood chap-
ters in my State is in Ethiopia right
now. They are seeing firsthand the im-
pact of the global gag rule on women’s
lives. Think about what it means to
try to get health care in Ethiopia. If
you are lucky, you might have only a
3-day or 4-day walk to a clinic—a 3-day
or 4-day walk to a clinic in Ethiopia.

Less than 8 percent of the population
has access to contraception. Only 20
percent get prenatal care. One in seven
women die from pregnancies or unsafe
abortions. In fact, backyard abortions
are the second leading cause of death
among women only, behind tuber-
culosis.

Because of the global gag rule that
this administration has put in place,
supplies to the largest planning pro-
vider in Ethiopia have been cut. They
have been cut because they refuse to be
gagged. The people in Ethiopia are
looking to America with our Constitu-
tion and our freedom and our freedom
of speech, and they are saying: We are
not going to allow the President of the
United States of America and this Con-
gress to gag us. We will have to give
back the money.

That is the most counterproductive
thing we can do. Why? Because they
are running out of the contraceptives
because they don’t have the money.
They are less able to serve rural areas,
only 7 percent of which have access to
basic sanitation. They are less able to
curb the rising tide of HIV which is
sweeping over the population, leaving
shattered lives and families in its
wake.

Why would we want to be responsible
for that? We don’t have to be today. We
are going to have a chance to do what
the Senate has done year after year
after year. We have stood up for wom-
en’s health. We have stood up for free-
dom of speech. We have stood up for
the right of people—even the poorest of
the poor—to get access to health care,
to find out what their options are, to
know what the possibilities are, to
fight for changes in the law.

The Senate has stood on the right
side of this issue—on the correct side of
this issue—for years. I am so proud of
the Senate. We did it with almost all
Democrats and many Republicans
standing with us. I hope that happens
today. If it doesn’t, a message will be
sent throughout the world—yes, to our
troops in Iraq who are fighting to bring
freedom of speech around the world,
that here in the U.S. Senate, we have
just stood with a global gag rule. I
hope that is not the message we send.

I don’t want to see us continue this
global gag rule. It is hurting the very
people we say we care about—the poor-
est of the poor, the women, the girls,
the victims of rape, the victims of in-
cest.
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The amendment I plan to offer and
which we have actually set aside is
identical to the one we passed 2 years
ago. It is very simple. It simply says
that nongovernmental organizations
cannot be denied funding solely be-
cause the medical services they provide
with their own funds include counsel
and referrals. They cannot be denied
funding solely because they use their
own funds to advocate for new laws.
That is all we say.

In this amendment we admit very
straightforwardly that no NGO can vio-
late its own country’s law. If abortion
is illegal and you cannot refer people in
your country, if they say that is the
law of the land, of course, we support
people paying attention to the laws of
their country. But we do not say, and
we shouldn’t say and we wouldn’t say
it here, that these NGOs shouldn’t be
able to lobby for new laws. This is very
important.

In Nepal they sent a 13-year-old girl
away for 20 years. She was a victim of
an uncle’s incest. They let the rapist
go free and there were no penalties for
the parents who forced her to have an
abortion. That NGO, that clinic that
turned back USAID funding, said we
are not selling out our people. We are
not selling out a child for some dollars.

I cannot believe the side that we
were on. The global gag rule put us on
the side of a rapist. That is what the
global gag rule did. That is not a side
anyone in this Chamber wants to be on.
I hope everyone in this Chamber will
vote to be on the side of the women
who were the victims. They need us to
be by their side.

Basically, what we are saying in our
amendment is we believe in human
rights. We believe in freedom of speech.
We believe other countries should have
the same freedoms we have in this
country. And if we cannot gag people
in this country, let’s not do it abroad
just because we can. Almost 60 years
ago in the dark shadows of World War
II, it was our country that championed
the universal declaration of human
rights, setting a standard for human
rights all over the world. This is what
that declaration said:

[TThe advent of a world in which human
beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and be-
lief and freedom from fear and want has been
proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the
common people.

That is America after World War II.
Can someone explain to me how Amer-
ica feels it is on the side of the good
when we will punish a nongovern-
mental organization that goes to bat
for a rape victim who is 13 years old?
We are not on the side of human rights.
We are on the side of people who are
doing evil. That is wrong. That is not
what our Government ought to be
doing.

The aspirations of our country and of
our people should be reflected in our
policies. That is why I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to do
what they have done over and over
again: Stand up and be counted on the
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side of freedom and justice and the
American way. It is the American way
to foster freedom and justice, to allow
people, even when we do not agree with
them, to take their complaints and
their points of view to their govern-
ments. That is what our soldiers are
fighting for and dying for in Iraq, yet
with this policy we stand on the side of
tyranny.

I urge my colleagues to stand with us
again. This is a bipartisan Boxer-
Snowe amendment. I urge Members
when the time comes—and I hope the
chairman will let us know at what
point we will be voting—I urge Mem-
bers to stand with Senators BOXER and
SNOWE in this bipartisan amendment to
end the global gag rule.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, once
again the distinguished Senator from
California has presented her case, as al-
ways, with conviction and with elo-
quence. She is an able and a remark-
able advocate for her position on this
very important and controversial issue.

When President Bush restored the so-
called Mexico City policy upon coming
into office in 2001, he stated his convic-
tion that United States taxpayer funds
should not be used to pay for abortions
or for those who actively promote
abortions as a means of family plan-
ning.

It should be made clear this does not
lessen our country’s commitment to
strong international family planning
programs. Indeed, President Bush’s fis-
cal year 2005 budget requests $425 mil-
lion for population assistance, the
same funding level appropriated during
fiscal year 2001, President Clinton’s
final year in office.

President Bush has confirmed his
commitment to maintaining these
funding levels for population assist-
ance because he knows that one of the
best ways to prevent abortions is to
prevent unwanted pregnancies through
voluntary family planning services.
This is the policy of our Government
today and it is one that President Bush
advocates in the future.

I expect we will continue to have de-
bates in the Senate on the Mexico City
policy. As the distinguished Senator
from California has pointed out, that
has been the case for several years.
Over the years there have been numer-
ous attempts to reach compromise lan-
guage that would satisfy all sides on
this important issue, but no acceptable
accommodation has thus far been
found. This is why President Bush has
advised us he will veto any legislation
that seeks to override the Mexico City
policy.

USAID can and does provide the fam-
ily planning information services in de-
veloping countries through many for-
eign NGOs. The President has deter-
mined that such family planning as-
sistance will be provided only to those
foreign grantees whose family planning
programs are consistent with the poli-
cies of this administration. Every
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President since 1984 has exercised that
right.

As manager of the President’s bill, I,
along with every other Senator, must
take seriously the President’s state-
ments that he would veto the legisla-
tion if it were presented to him with-
out the Mexico City policy intact. I be-
lieve it is highly unlikely that he will
change his mind at this point. The
President has been very clear and the
directives with regard to administra-
tion policy on this legislation are also
clear.

I will oppose this amendment. I ask
other Senators to do so for the reasons
I have given.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senators
CORZINE and MIKULSKI to the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COLEMAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President,
women around the world should have
access to safe health care, especially
those who are struggling in some of our
world’s poorest nations. That is why 1
am in the Senate this afternoon to sup-
port the Boxer amendment. I thank
Senator BOXER for standing up on an
issue that affects women around the
globe. I am very proud to be a cospon-
sor and supporter of this amendment.

This amendment is about ensuring
that women around the world have ac-
cess to health care that they need, es-
pecially reproductive health care. It
does not get much attention, but in the
developing world, complication from
pregnancy is one of the leading causes
of death for women. It ranks right up
there with tuberculosis. According to
the World Health Organization, more
than half a million women die every
year of causes related to pregnancy or
childbirth. That is more than one
woman dying every minute of every
day. That is what we are talking about
with this amendment. That is a crisis.

Now, you know when there is a med-
ical crisis, something that kills hun-
dreds of thousands of people every
year, we do not just stand by. We work
to make things better. In poor coun-
tries around the world, medical profes-
sionals and nongovernmental organiza-
tions are simply trying to make things
better. They have set up clinics. They
have done an excellent job. They are
reaching out to poor communities. And
they are opening the doors of access to
women and families who desperately
need health care. They are doing great
work. But today their hands are tied,
and even worse their hands are tied be-
cause the Bush administration has im-
posed a political ideology on the world.
We cannot allow this undemocratic
policy to deny women and their chil-
dren health care and ultimately sen-
tence them to die.

As my colleague, Senator BOXER, has
talked about, when President Bush
took office in 2001, he signed an Execu-
tive order known as the global gag
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rule. It denies U.S. funds to any over-
seas health clinic unless it agrees not
to use its own—its own—private, non-
U.S. funds for anything related to abor-
tion. If you are a medical professional
living in an impoverished country try-
ing to help people, save lives, you are
gagged from even talking about certain
reproductive health services.

We would not stand for that in the
United States. We know how important
the doctor-patient relationship is.
When we go to a doctor, we want to
know that the doctor is giving us all
the advice we need—not holding some-
thing back because of a gag rule im-
posed on him by someone else. But that
is exactly what the global gag rule
does. It is forced on women in poor
countries around the world, and that is
just simply wrong.

I am not going to take the time to go
into detail on why I believe this gag
rule is so wrong, but I just want to
mention a few things. Simply put, the
gag rule undermines reproductive
health care, it hurts our efforts to pre-
vent HIV and AIDS, and it limits ac-
cess to contraceptives. The gag rule
places limits on women and doctors
that we would never accept here in the
United States.

But here is the bottom line and
something all of our colleagues should
remember as we go to vote on this
amendment: This is about protecting
women’s lives. Today, the women
around the world are being denied the
care they need because of an ideolog-
ical policy, and they are dying as a re-
sult. We cannot tolerate that as Ameri-
cans, and that is why I have come to
the floor this afternoon, to urge my
colleagues to support the Boxer amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Thank young very
much, Mr. President. I thank my col-
leagues for discussing this important
issue and I appreciate Senator BOXER’S
concern. This is well-plowed ground
that we have traveled over several
times. We have been over this issue a
number of years. The Mexico City Pol-
icy was first introduced by Ronald
Reagan. It is a commonsense policy
that President Reagan first put for-
ward in 1984, based in part on his belief
that U.S. taxpayers should not be
forced to subsidize or support organiza-
tions that perform or promote abor-
tions through international family
planning programs, period.

President Reagan, as was typical in
his way, looked at the root of the issue
and said: I understand we have an enor-
mous debate in America and around
the world about the issues surrounding
the questions ‘‘when does life begin?
Does it begin in the womb or not?”
There is an enormous debate about
these important questions—and I am
going to set that debate aside, Presi-
dent Reagan said, but I am going to
say as well, the American public has
very clearly defined itself on the issue
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of taxpayer funding of abortion. The
people are saying: We may debate back
and forth about the life issue, but we
do not want taxpayer funding to pro-
vide for abortions, particularly over-
seas. That is just a bridge way too far
for me to cross, too far from the very
fundamentals of the debate, for now
the country is a pro-life country and
generally people are opposed to abor-
tion taking place.

That was the 1984 decision put in
place by Ronald Reagan, later over-
turned by President Clinton, later put
back into place by President Bush. One
of George W. Bush’s first acts in office
was to reinstate the Mexico City Pol-
icy. The Mexico City Policy simply
prohibits provision of Federal taxpayer
funds to organizations that ‘‘perform
or actively promote abortion as a
method of family planning in other na-
tions.” It is a very simple issue. It is a
very direct, straightforward issue. I
want to say as well, that when individ-
uals try to frame this debate by saying
this is about women’s rights and issues,
and a lack of our support of them on
the international level, I want to step
aside for just a minute and point out
the record of the Bush administration
on women’s rights, on issues in Afghan-
istan where women are now voting and
actively participating in politics and
society, is just tremendous.

Senator BOXER and I both put for-
ward a bill about women’s rights in Af-
ghanistan, and, in addition, the Bush
administration is implementing and
remedying concerns for women in Iraq
who are now voting and are now proud-
ly waving their fingers with the ink
stain upon them. Brave women are
demonstrating their rights and stand-
ing up to defend their rights around
the world. This administration, on a
very practical level, is putting forth
and implementing programs in great
strides to assure women’s rights
around the world, and they should be
congratulated for that and thanked for
all their efforts.

Now, you can try to tie this question
of taxpayer funding for abortions over-
sees back into that issue, but I do not
think that is a fair point of the debate.
The fair point of the debate is, it is
taxpayer dollars. It involves the very
difficult, sensitive issue of “when does
human life begin?”’—a question which
we have failed to resolve in this coun-
try as of this moment.

Should American taxpayers be fund-
ing abortions in many countries all
around the world? People say: Well,
there is more family planning now. The
dollars do not go directly for abortion.
The money is fungible. It can go into
an organization and be used to replace
dollars that can then be used for abor-
tion. Why should we put that sort of
ideology forward on another country
when we have not resolved it our-
selves?

I think the Bush doctrine, formerly
the Reagan doctrine, the Mexico City
Policy, should stand for good reason. It
stands with the American public. We
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should not be using Federal taxpayer
dollars to fund abortions overseas.
That is the view of 756 to 80 percent of
Americans.

Many Americans do not like the way
we handle foreign assistance now any-
way. I personally think we should be
generous in our foreign assistance and
in some cases do substantially more to
alleviate poverty. But if you frame the
debate into these sorts of issues alone,
you start to drive away people’s sup-
port for foreign aid and for supporting
the good that is taking place in other
countries. That is not a good thing to
do, particularly when we have been
given so much as a nation. I would
hope we could help more overseas, but
it has to be in a sensible way that the
American public agrees with.

So while I appreciate being able to
work with my colleague from Cali-
fornia on many issues, this is omne
where we will have to part company. I
really think President Reagan got this
principle right, and the continuation of
the Mexico City Policy by President
Bush is right as well. Respectfully, I
urge my colleagues to vote against the
Boxer amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I so ap-
preciate my colleague coming to the
floor and taking time to express his
views, but I think it is very important
to straighten out the record.

What my colleague is talking about
is putting strings on U.S. taxpayer
funds. That is the Helms amendment,
and that has been the law since 1973.
What the global gag rule does is dif-
ferent. It tells nongovernmental orga-
nizations abroad that they will lose
U.S. funding if they use their own
funds not ours, but theirs—to lobby to
change egregious laws in their country.

In order for a nongovernmental orga-
nization to fight to change an egre-
gious law, like the one that used to
exist in Napal—which I know my friend
would not agree with—that nongovern-
mental organization, I tell my friend,
had to give back their USAID money
because they were using their own
funds to change the laws of Nepal. So
we gagged this nongovernmental orga-
nization from helping a child who was
raped. The rapist did not go to prison.
The rapist—the uncle—was free. The
parents did not go to prison even
though they forced her to have an ille-
gal abortion. The child went to prison.

The only way the nongovernmental
organization was able to work to
change the law in that country, which
punished a child who was a victim of
incest, was to give back the USAID
money. Otherwise, they could not
lobby for law changes in their own
country.

Now, I use that example because it
shows why this law is so egregious. And
again, to make the point to my friend,
the Helms amendment, which has been
in place since 1973, already precludes
U.S. Federal funds from being used by
nongovernmental organizations in any
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aspect having to do with abortion.
They already cannot use our funds to
perform abortion. They already cannot
use our funds to refer.

They already can’t use funds to advo-
cate. That is taken care of. The global
gag rule is different from that. It is
putting a gag around the very people
who are trying to help prevent preg-
nancies, who are trying to help girls
such as Min Min in Nepal who was the
victim of incest. That is plain wrong. I
don’t mind my friend disagreeing with
me. And we do agree on many issues
and have worked together and will con-
tinue to. But I would hope we would
not confuse the Helms amendment,
which has been in place since 1973 and
does not allow a penny of taxpayer
funds to go in any way to the provision
of abortion services. Don’t confuse that
with the gag rule, which keeps non-
governmental organizations from being
able to use their own funds as they see
fit to help women and girls in tragic
circumstances such as the one I de-
scribed by changing the repressive laws
in some of their countries.

I urge my friend to please be clear
that these are different issues. We al-
ready deny the use of Federal funds for
anything having to do with overseas
abortion or its lobbying. But the gag
rule takes it a step further and says
these organizations that work so hard
in the toughest environments cannot
use their own funds in the way they see
fit to advocate for changes in the law,
to help women understand what their
options are. And it is antithetical to
the United States of America, to free-
dom of speech. My friend knows we
couldn’t do that here. We couldn’t tell
people here that they can’t talk to
their patients. That would be unconsti-
tutional.

I urge my colleagues to please vote
on what this issue is, not on what this
issue is not. We live with the Helms
rule. We are not changing that. We
simply want to get rid of this global
gag rule today. I hope Members will
vote aye on the Boxer-Snowe amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, we are
looking forward to conclusion of this
debate and another debate prior to get-
ting into the voting sequence at about
4:30. May I ask the participants, the
distinguished Senator from California
and the distinguished Senator from
Kansas, could there be agreement that
the amendment would come to conclu-
sion in 20 minutes of time and that this
be apportioned 10 minutes to the dis-
tinguished Senator from California and
10 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas? There would be no
other speakers and that would con-
clude the debate. Then we would be
able to proceed with an amendment by
Senators CRAIG and BAUCUS.

Mrs. BOXER. If I may respond to the
chairman, I have no problem. I would
like to close the debate. That will be
fine with us as long as I may conclude.
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Mr. BROWNBACK. No objection from
myself.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
that debate be of 20 minutes duration,
that the time be under control of the
Senator from California and the Sen-
ator from Kansas, and that the Senator
from California be able to conclude the
debate.

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to
object, 10 minutes each and no second-
degree amendments; is that part of it?

Mr. LUGAR. That would be correct,
no second-degree amendments.

Mrs. BOXER. Then I have no objec-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair and
the Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, re-
sponding to a couple of the comments
of my colleague from California, I
would like to cite and include in the
RECORD a Congressional Research Serv-
ice report on international family
planning, the Mexico City policy. This
report is dated April 2, 2001. And then
another one, an updated one on popu-
lation assistance and family planning
programs, issued for Congress, May 19,
2003.

In the 2003 report, I want to cite this
briefly because we are getting involved
in a discussion about what the wording
of the Boxer amendment does and what
it does not do. I contend that clearly
what could take place with the passage
of the Boxer amendment, is that
money could go to a foreign organiza-
tion that performs abortions. These or-
ganizations can’t use the money di-
rectly for abortions, but they can move
private money to do abortions while
using the government money for advo-
cacy. That is what I am saying. My col-
league is giving the illustration of this
tragic situation that has occurred
where there has been a rape in Nepal
and this is a heart-rending example of
these types of cases right before us
now.

Regardless of how you view life, and
when human life begins, we are going
to set that issue aside but I hope we get
to debate that issue one of these days.
In this CRS report dated 2003, USAID
issued additional guidelines on the im-
plementation of the Mexico City Policy
and stated that organizations could not
“perform abortions in a foreign coun-
try except where the life of the mother
would be endangered or in cases of forc-
ible rape or incest.” So where my col-
league is talking about a case of forc-
ible rape taking place and a choice of
an organization having to choose be-
tween performing an abortion or losing
their funding, the USAID policy says
that performing such an abortion is a
specific exemption from this Mexico
City policy that is squarely on point in
this CRS report.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD selections from the two
CRS reports that I have mentioned.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

At Mexico City, Reagan Administration of-
ficials emphasized the need for developing
countries to adopt sound economic policies
that stressed open markets and an active
private sector.

Again nearly a decade later, the Clinton
Administration changed the U.S. position on
family planning programs by lifting restric-
tive provisions adopted at the Mexico City
Conference. At the 1994 Cairo Conference,
U.S. officials emphasized support for family
planning and reproductive health services,
improving the status of women, and pro-
viding access to safe abortion. Eight years
later, President Bush revoked the Clinton
Administration position on family planning
issues and abortion, reimposing in full the
Mexico City restrictions in force during the
1980s and early 1990s. Throughout this de-
bate, which at times has been the most con-
tentious foreign aid policy issue considered
by Congress, the cornerstone of U.S. policy
has remained to be a commitment to inter-
national family planning programs based on
principles of voluntarism and informed
choice that give participants access to infor-
mation on all major methods of birth con-
trol.

Nevertheless, the controversy spilled over
into U.S. foreign aid policy almost imme-
diately when Congress approved in late 1973
an amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (Section 104(f)) prohibiting the use of
foreign development assistance to pay for
the performance of abortions or involuntary
sterilizations, to motivate or coerce any per-
son to practice abortions, or to coerce or
provide persons with any financial incentive
to undergo sterilizations. Since 1981, Con-
gress has enacted nearly identical restric-
tions in annual Foreign Operations appro-
priation bills.

For the past 25 years, both congressional
actions and administrative directives have
restricted U.S. population assistance in var-
ious ways, including those set out in the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, and more recent
executive regulations and appropriation rid-
ers prohibiting indirect support for coercive
family planning (specifically in China) and
abortion activities related to the work of
international and foreign nongovernmental
organizations. Two issues in particular
which were initiated in 1984—the ‘‘Mexico
City”’ policy involving funding for non-gov-
ernmental-organizations (NGOs), and restric-
tions on funding for the U.N. Population
Fund (UNFPA) because of its activities in
China—have remained controversial and con-
tinue as prominent features in the popu-
lation assistance debate.

During the Bush Administration, efforts
were made in Congress to overturn the Mex-
ico City policy and rely on existing congres-
sional restrictions in the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 banning direct U.S. funding of
abortions and coerced sterilizations. Provi-
sions adopted by the House and/or Senate
that would have reversed the policy, how-
ever, were removed from legislation under
threat of a presidential veto.

Efforts to Legislate the Mexico City Pol-
icy. Beginning in 1993, abortion opponents in
Congress attempted to legislate modified
terms of the Mexico City policy. Under the
threat of a Presidential veto and resistance
from the Senate, Mexico City restrictions
had not been enacted into law until passage
in November 1999 of the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act for Y2000 (P.L. 106-113).

In USAID-issued certification forms, orga-
nizations had to state that they would not
engage in three types of activities with ei-
ther USAID or non-USAID funds from the
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date they signed an agreement to receive
FY2000 USAID population funds through
September 30, 2001: perform abortions in a
foreign country, except where the life of the
mother would be endangered, or in cases of
forcible rape or incest; violate the laws of a
foreign country concerning the cir-
cumstances under which abortion is per-
mitted, regulated, or restricted; or attempt
to alter the laws or governmental policies
concerning circumstances under which abor-
tion is permitted, regulated, or restricted.

If an organization declined to certify or did
not return the certification form, it was in-
eligible to receive FY2000 USAID population
funds unless it was granted a waiver under
the $15 million exemption cap.

The regulations also contain exceptions:
abortions may be performed if the life of the
mother would be endangered if the fetus
were carried to term or abortions performed
following rape or incest; health care facili-
ties may treat injuries or illnesses caused by

legal or illegal abortions (post-abortion
care).
The new Administration Mexico City

guidelines state that U.S. cannot furnish as-
sistance to foreign NGOs which perform or
actively promote abortion as a method of
family planning in USAID-recipient coun-
tries, or that furnish assistance to other for-
eign NGOs that conduct such activities.

Examples of what constitutes the pro-
motion of abortion include: operating a fam-
ily planning counseling service that includes
information regarding the benefits and avail-
ability of abortion; providing advice that
abortion is an available option or encour-
aging women to consider abortion; lobbying
a foreign government to legalize or to con-
tinue the legality of abortion as a method of
family planning . . .

The regulations also contain exceptions to
these policies:

abortions may be performed if the life to
the mother would be endangered if the fetus
were carried to term or abortions performed
following rape or incest.

health care facilities may treat injuries or
illnesses caused by legal or illegal abortions
(post-abortion care).

‘“‘passive’” responses by family planning
counselors to questions about abortion from
pregnant women who have already decided to
have a legal abortion is not considered an
act of promoting abortion.

referrals for abortion as a result of rape,
incest, or where the mother’s life would be
endangered, or for post-abortion care are
permitted.

Recipients of USAID grants, however,
could use their own funds to engage in abor-
tion-related activities, but were required to
maintain segregated accounts for U.S.
money in order to show evidence they were
in compliance with the abortion restrictions.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Furthermore, I
want to back up to an earlier point
that I engaged on with my colleague.
We live in a wonderful nation. This is a
beautiful land. I have traveled to many
of the developing countries around the
world. They look up to America. They
seek help and support from America.
They seek our ideals. When we go there
and we push issues such as abortion or
are associated with groups that push
issues such as abortion, we are reduced
as a nation. Actions like this says to
developing countries: We have issues
such as malaria, we have issues such as
HIV/AIDS, feeding our poor people, and
you are out here pushing this ideology.
Why are you doing that?

I g0 home to my constituents in Kan-
sas. They think the foreign aid budget
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is about 25 percent of the budget, which
it is not. It is about 1 percent. But then
if a case such as this comes up, tax
payer funding of abortions in devel-
oping countries—and they don’t say it
as much now—they say: We are funding
abortions overseas, and we don’t like
it. I remember in 1994 hearing many
people saying things such as that.

If we pursue this sort of policy, it di-
minishes our possibility to go to the
public and say: We want to do whatever
we possibly can to end poverty, hunger,
and alleviate suffering in the world. We
can do more and we want to do more.
We are out there pushing to do more. If
we force policies such as this, it cuts
the knees out from underneath all our
other efforts because then a number of
people say: How are you doing alle-
viating poverty by funding a group
that funds and works for abortion? How
is this work alleviating suffering and
poverty? It seems as though you are
going against the very message you
ought to be driving and pushing for-
ward.

My colleague and I have come to-
gether to discuss and work on many
important issues, but we disagree
sometimes. We have different views on
the point of life. But, from my work, I
know that there are great groups of
people in this country and a pretty
strong majority that says we need to
help more overseas. But it has to be
sensible help. There have to be ways we
can feed more people and ways we can
take care of sickness, where we can end
the fighting in places such as Darfur,
where we can move forward in eco-
nomic development, in ways such as
the Millennium Challenge Account
Program is structured to do.

Amendments such as this have a
harmful overall impact on the body
politic of this country, disrupting a
chance to do something that is very
noble and good. I understand my col-
league is putting it forward as a noble
cause. I don’t think it is being received
or can be viewed in that way.

With all due respect to my colleague
and her heart for her goodness to do
the right thing, this amendment is not
helpful on many levels. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, my col-
league misses the entire point. The rea-
son this child was sent to prison in
Nepal after incest by an uncle and
being forced by her parents to have an
abortion is because of the former law
in Nepal. And the policy my friend is
supporting, the global gag rule he ex-
tolls, prohibited that clinic from going
to bat for this child and using its own
funds to change the laws. To do that,
they had to turn back their U.S. fund-
ing. Are you proud of that? They de-
cided, this nongovernmental organiza-
tion, to give back the money because
they felt it was that important to fight
for that child who was the victim of in-
cest and get that law changed.

It took them several years. That
child had a 14th birthday in prison, and
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she had a 15th birthday in prison. But
they succeeded. One would think we
would be on their side. One would
think the United States of America
would be on the side of a child who was
raped and against a man who per-
formed that act. One would think that
is the side we would be on, the side of
this child. But, oh, no, the global gag
rule told that clinic: You cannot
change the law because if you do that,
you are violating the global gag rule.

That is the point. It is true there is
an exception for rape and incest in the
rule, but it does not apply if the coun-
try does not make an exception for
rape and incest. So what we should say
in those cases—at least work with me
on this—is allow them to keep their
money if they are working to change
the law on rape and incest in their
country. But my friend is not doing
that. He wants the status quo.

Then we have the case in Uganda
where three underage girls died from
botched abortions. The same man im-
pregnated them, and the clinic was
afraid to help because they could lose
all their American money. The girls
died.

Is that what we are celebrating
today, a policy that allows a child to
rot in prison if she is raped, a policy
that allows a rapist to be free, a policy
that says three girls impregnated by
the same man should die in a back
alley? I hope not. This is very serious.
This is not only about words. This is
not a debate about when life begins. We
can have that debate any day of the
week.

I will tell my friend right now, I
would die for his right to believe what
he believes on that issue, and I hope he
would die for my right to believe what
I believe on that issue because that is
a question between us and our God.
That is not on the table today.

What is on the table is a real-life
question: With whom do we stand? I
hope when we come to this vote, which
we are going to have shortly today, we
are going to stand with the women and
girls of the world who need our protec-
tion, not our vengeance, who need to
know we are not going to gag the peo-
ple who are there to help them, but, in
fact, allow the people who are there to
help them, to use their own funds to
tell the truth about their life and their
options and their health. This is a very
serious matter.

Mr. President, if the other side will
yield back its time, I will be glad to
yield back mine; otherwise, I retain the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if I
could have 1 minute. How much time
remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
5 minutes remaining.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
will address directly one point, if the
Senator does not object. I read from
the CRS document May 19, 2003, on this
topic:
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In USAID-issued certification forms, orga-
nizations had to state that they would not
engage in three types of activities with ei-
ther USAID or non-USAID funds from the
date they signed an agreement to receive
FY2000 USAID population funds . . .:

Perform abortions in a foreign country, ex-
cept where the life of the mother would be
endangered, or in cases of forcible rape or in-
cest;

Violate the laws of a foreign country con-
cerning the circumstances under which abor-
tion is permitted, regulated, or restricted; or

Attempt to alter laws or governmental
policies concerning circumstances under
which abortion is permitted, regulated, or
restricted.

As I understand it, USAID is required
by the Mexico City language, that in
horrific difficulties and circumstances,
such as the case the Senator discussed,
individuals may work with organiza-
tions who provide abortions. But it is
on a narrow set of circumstances be-
cause the American public does not
agree with taxpayer funding of abor-
tions overseas.

I submit the report for the RECORD,
and I yield the floor. If my colleague is
prepared to yield back time, I am pre-
pared to yield back time, too.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want
to respond.

Again, my colleague has made my
point. He read into the RECORD exactly
what I said. Under the gag rule, you
cannot perform abortions except for
rape, incest, or life of the mother. That
is right. But here is the second point:
You cannot attempt to alter the laws,
and that is the exact reason I cited for
why the nongovernmental organization
that is prohibited from altering the
laws of their country had to give back
their funding. That is exactly the
point.

My friend made my argument for me
by reading what I have been saying.
This nongovernmental organization
wanted to change the laws in Nepal so
that a child who was raped or a victim
of incest would not rot in prison. They
were precluded from using their own
money to alter the laws of their coun-
try. My friend read it right into the
RECORD, and I thank him for that. He
made my point.

So, yes, at the end of the day, we
stand with the rapist in this case
against the child, and that is wrong,
and that is the reason I hope my col-
leagues will join with me.

I retain the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, in
an effort not to belabor this too much,
there is a set of semantics being argued
back and forth. I invite my colleague
to submit suggestions on regulatory
changes to the USAID to try to address
this narrow point, if that is, indeed,
the case. I hope we do not, in focusing
on a particular very narrow tragic
issue and circumstance—and nobody is
celebrating that tragedy—I hope we do
not lose focus of the broader issue of
taxpayer funding of abortions overseas.
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We can focus in on this very narrow
point of view—and it is a tragic cir-
cumstance, I will concede that to my
colleague. Maybe we can negotiate a
regulatory change to address these im-
portant concerns if these words do not
do it. I think we are arguing semantics
here. Let’s not lose sight of the fact,
which is that this amendment would
send taxpayer dollars to fund abortions
overseas.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Boxer amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it is as if
we are talking past each other. My
friend made the case for me. He read
the restriction which is that no organi-
zation can attempt to alter the laws of
their country. And so we are standing
against people having their rights at
self-determination. Can you imagine if
we sent out a notice to our people, let’s
say on both sides of the gun debate,
and said to both sides: You cannot dis-
cuss this matter with your representa-
tives. We could not do that for 3 sec-
onds. First, we would be run out of of-
fice on a rail. But we are willing to be
an imperial power and tell others in
other countries they cannot advocate
on behalf of the people of their coun-
try.

The last point I will make is my
friend keeps repeating the phrase “U.S.
taxpayer funds.” He is confusing the
debate. There was an outright ban
written in 1973 by Jesse Helms which
has been upheld in the Congress ever
since that not a dime of U.S. taxpayer
money could be used in any way, shape,
or form to provide abortion. And there
is another law that says you cannot
use U.S. taxpayer funds to lobby. So
those things are already set.

What we are talking about is an addi-
tional law put into place by the Bush
administration after it was off the
books for 8 years which says forget
about U.S. taxpayer money, we are
telling nongovernmental organizations
that to get that money, they cannot
use their own funds in any way to pro-
vide abortion, to counsel women, to
tell women their options, or—and this
is the case in point—even to lobby
their legislature to change laws, such
as the one that put this child in prison
who is the victim of incest. I do not un-
derstand how we can stand on that side
of this issue.

I can give you 100 examples. I do not
want to take the Senate’s time to do
that. The other case was in Uganda
where the clinic was gagged and could
not tell these girls where they could go
to get a safe abortion to end a preg-
nancy forced on them by a gentleman—
I should not call him a gentleman—a
man who impregnated three of his stu-
dents, and the clinic was scared to say
anything, and these girls got illegal,
what they call backyard abortions in
that country and died.

Now, why do we want to stand on the
side of the law that is resulting in girls
going to jail when they are raped by a
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relative and girls dying from botched
abortions because we put a gag on the
clinic? I hope this Senate will pass the
Boxer-Snowe bipartisan amendment
that will send a signal to the world
that we believe very strongly in their
rights to aggressively approach their
government and talk about laws that
may need changing, their rights to
look a woman or a girl in the eye and
say, look, regardless of what your reli-
gion is or what your feeling is, these
are the options you have.

I do not think keeping women igno-
rant is a very liked policy, and anyone
who votes for this global gag rule votes
to keep the women of the world igno-
rant. I hope my colleagues will vote for
the Boxer-Snowe amendment. I look
forward to a successful vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senators for this de-
bate. A vote will occur on it at a time
in the future, probably in sequence
with the 4:30 vote.

At this point, I have two points of
important business. These are amend-
ments that have been agreed upon.

AMENDMENT NO. 279

Mr. LUGAR. I send an amendment to
the desk and ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 279.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To strike section 207)

On page 24, strike lines 1 through 5.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, this
amendment strikes section 207. It was
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice as containing direct spending that
needed an offset. While there is some
disagreement between the executive
branch and Congressional Budget Of-
fice on the scoring, if section 207 were
not stricken, the legislation would be
subject to a budget point of order. I un-
derstand the staff of the Budget Com-
mittee and the staff of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee have come
to an agreement, and this amendment
removes the threat to the legislation.
We know the State Department con-
siders section 207 important. We will do
our best to provide these authorities,
but we must do so in a way that is
budget neutral.

For this reason, until a way can be
found to resolve the scoring difficul-
ties, we ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 279) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 280

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair. Mr.

President, on behalf of Senator SCHU-
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MER, I send an amendment to the desk.
This is an amendment that requires
that foreign assistance be withheld
from foreign countries that owe park-
ing fines in Washington, DC, or New
York City. The amount withheld would
be 110 percent of the fines.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], for
Mr. SCHUMER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 280.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To impose an economic sanction

on foreign countries that owe parking fines

and penalties or property taxes to Wash-
ington, D.C. or New York City)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. . WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE FOR

PARKING FINES AND REAL PROP-

ERTY TAXES OWED BY FOREIGN
COUNTRIES.

SEC. . (a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to sub-

section (c), of the funds made available by
this Act for assistance for a foreign country,
an amount equal to 110 percent of the total
amount of the unpaid fully adjudicated park-
ing fines and penalties and unpaid property
taxes owed by the central government of
such country shall be withheld from obliga-
tion for assistance for the central govern-
ment of such country.

(b) PAYMENT. Funds withheld from obliga-
tion for a country under subsection (a) shall
be paid to the jurisdiction to which the un-
paid fully adjudicated parking fines or pen-
alties or unpaid property taxes are owed.

(¢c) AMOUNTS WITHHELD TO BE ADDITIONAL
FuNDS.—Subsection (a) shall not include
amounts that have been withheld under any
other provision of law.

(d) WAIVER.—

(1) The Secretary of State may waive the
requirements set forth in subsection (a) with
respect to parking fines and penalties no
sooner than 60 days from the date of enact-
ment of this Act, or at any time with respect
to a particular country, if the Secretary de-
termines that it is in the national interests
of the United States to do so.

(2) The Secretary of State may waive the
requirements set forth in subsection (a) with
respect to the unpaid property taxes if the
Secretary of State determines that it is in
the national interests of the United States
to do so.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the initial exercise of the waiver authority
in subsection (d), the Secretary of State,
after consultations with the City of New
York, shall submit a report to the appro-
priate congressional committees describing a
strategy, including a timetable and steps
currently being taken, to collect the parking
fines and penalties and unpaid property
taxes and interest owed by nations receiving
foreign assistance under this Act.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’” means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives.

(2) The term ‘‘fully adjudicated’” includes
circumstances in which the person or gov-
ernment to whom the vehicle is registered—

(A)(i) has not responded to the parking vio-
lation summons; or
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(ii) has not followed the appropriate adju-
dication procedure to challenge the sum-
mons; and

(B) the period of time for payment of or
challenge to the summons has lapsed.

(3) The term ‘‘parking fines and penalties’’
means parking fines and penalties—

(A) owed to—

(i) the District of Columbia; or

(ii) New York, New York; and

(B) incurred during the period April 1, 1997
through September 30, 2005.

(4) The term ‘‘unpaid property taxes”
means the amount of unpaid taxes and inter-
est determined by a court or other tribunal
to be owed by a foreign country on real prop-
erty in the District of Columbia or New
York, New York.

Mr. LUGAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 280) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 274, WITHDRAWN

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that adoption of
amendment No. 274 be vitiated and the
amendment then be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. At this juncture, I ask
the Chair to recognize the distin-
guished Senator from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee. I ask that the pending
amendments be temporarily set aside
so I might offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would
like to raise a question with the distin-
guished Senator from Montana. Would
the Senator and his colleague, Senator
CRAIG, be prepared to enter into an
agreement that the amendment should
have 36 minutes of consideration;
namely, between now and 4:30, with the
time equally divided between oppo-
nents and proponents, no second-degree
amendments?

Mr. BAUCUS. I might tell the chair-
man that is certainly fine with this
Senator.

Mr. CRAIG. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. What was the Senator’s
conditioning on the second degree?

Mr. LUGAR. The request is 36 min-
utes total for the amendment, 18 min-
utes per side, that concluding at the
time of our voting sequence starting at
4:30.

Mr. CRAIG. Including all amend-
ments?

Mr. LUGAR. Yes, with no second de-
gree.

Mr. CRAIG. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Reserving the right to
object, the minority leader staff tells
me we have to check with other Sen-
ators on this side who may want to
speak to this amendment, but why do
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we not proceed. I would object for the
moment, but hopefully I can resolve
this very quickly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from Montana.

AMENDMENT NO. 281
(Purpose: To facilitate the sale of United

States agricultural products to Cuba, as

authorized by the Trade Sanctions Reform

and Export Enhancement Act of 2000)

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS]
proposes an amendment numbered 281.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Text of
Amendments.”’)

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

AMENDMENT NO. 282 TO AMENDMENT NO. 281

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I send a
second-degree amendment to the desk
on behalf of myself and Senator ROB-
ERTS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CrRAIG], for
himself, and Mr. ROBERTS, proposes an
amendment numbered 282 to amendment No.
281.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To clarify the payment terms

under the Trade Sanctions Reform and Ex-

port Enhancement Act of 2000)

In the matter proposed to be added, strike
section 2905 and insert the following:

SEC. 2905. CLARIFICATION OF PAYMENT TERMS
UNDER TRADE SANCTIONS REFORM
AND EXPORT ENHANCEMENT ACT
OF 2000.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 908(b)(1) of the
Trade Sanctions Reform and Export En-
hancement Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7207(b)(1)) is
amended by inserting after subparagraph (B)
the following:

““(C) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the term ‘payment of cash in ad-
vance’ means the payment by the purchaser
of an agricultural commodity or product and
the receipt of such payment by the seller
prior to—

(i) the transfer of title of such commodity
or product to the purchaser; and

(i) the release of control of such com-
modity or product to the purchaser.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect on
February 22, 2005.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer a second degree of time
certainty to the most important legis-
lation of the Senator from Montana, S.
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328, that was produced in bill form and
now we hope can become an amend-
ment to the State Department’s au-
thorization bill that deals with agricul-
tural export facilitation. I speak to
that most importantly because of the
tremendously positive work that has
been going on in agricultural exports
between this country, our agricultural
producers, and the Nation of Cuba.

I am in complete agreement with the
President when he said:

Open trade is not just an economic oppor-
tunity, it is a moral imperative. When we ne-
gotiate for open markets, we are providing
new hope for the world’s poor. And when we
promote open trade, we are promoting polit-
ical freedom. Societies that open to com-
merce across their borders will open to de-
mocracy within their borders, not always
immediately, and not always smoothly, but
in good time.

That was a quote in 2001. It is most
appropriate today. Senator BAUCUS,
myself, Senator ROBERTS, Senator
HAGEL, Senator LUGAR, and 25 other
Members of this Senate have grown in-
creasingly frustrated with the bureau-
cratic effort at the Department of
Treasury literally to shut down the in-
tent of very important legislation that
became law in 2000. The Trade Sanc-
tions Reform Act recognized a need and
an opportunity to sell agricultural
products to Cuba for cash, that we
would not ask the taxpayers of this
country to facilitate. In fact, we would
be very strict and very narrow in those
relationships with the nation of Cuba
because of overwhelming interests in a
variety of other areas at that time, and
it passed the Congress.

That became law. That law began to
work. In the course of its workings,
Cuba grew from a trading partner that
was the 226th largest against all of our
trading partners to the 21st largest this
past year. We have produced and sold
nearly $1 billion worth of agricultural
products to Cuba since that law be-
came operative in 2000. It has become
one part of a total of valuable tools
that the agricultural community of
this Nation uses in trade.

Nearly 34 States have sold products
to Cuba and that clearly speaks about
the broad base of support that this leg-
islation has.

Somehow and for some apparently
very biased reason—let me be blunt—
Cold War bureaucrats in the Depart-
ment of Treasury at OFAC decided, no,
we are going to change the law by reg-
ulation.

We are going to squeeze and push and
deny, and as a result we will collapse
the ongoing trade with Cuba that is
clearly within the law and within the
Trade Sanctions Reform Act of 2000.

What we do with this amendment of-
fered to the State Department author-
ization bill, and my second-degree
amendment, is very clear. We simply
restate the law, the intent of the law.
We want OFAC to understand what
Congress’s intent was. We define what
a cash payment in advance is. We au-
thorize the issuance of a general li-
cense for U.S. agricultural producers to
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travel to Cuba for the purpose of agri-
cultural trade. We authorize direct
cash payments to U.S. banks, cash pay-
ments. It is very important we under-
stand that. We repeal section 211 as it
relates to the 1999 Omnibus Act, and
trademarks, and we clarify a variety of
other issues.

What is most important, and for our
colleagues who support us in this effort
and support the agricultural commu-
nity in our country’s ability to sell to
Cuba for cash, we say we are for all in-
tents and purposes reinstating the in-
tent of Congress as expressed in the
2000 law. That is what is important
here. We do not believe it is the right
or responsibility of Treasury to change
the rules or the name of the game or
the intent of the law. That is why the
Senator from Montana and I have come
to the floor, for that purpose. The Sen-
ator remains on the floor and I know
wants to express his concern.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ). The Senator from Montana is
recognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, first I
thank the chairman of the committee,
second my good friend from Idaho, Sen-
ator CRAIG, and other Senators who
have cosponsored this amendment.
There are at the present moment about
30 cosponsors of this amendment. It is
bipartisan. I might say there is tre-
mendous interest in this legislation
also in the other body.

To review where we are, back in the
year 2000, not too many years ago, we
in the Congress approved legislation
called the Trade Sanctions Reform and
Export Enhancement Act, otherwise
known as TSREEA. What was the point
of that legislation? It was legislation
which authorized cash-in-advance food
and medicine sales to Cuba. That is,
the Congress carved out a substantive
area of food and agricultural sales to
Cuba. It did not provide a broad-brush
authorization for trade with Cuba;
rather, it narrowed it to food and to
medicine for humanitarian reasons. It
just made sense for the United States
to be able to send its medicine and its
food products, its agriculture, to Cuba.
Clearly this made a lot of sense. Food
should never be used as a weapon, and
surely no dictator has ever missed a
meal.

Second, big government has no busi-
ness telling the U.S. farmers and
ranchers to whom they could sell their
products, for a lot of reasons. One is
agriculture is facing such dire straits
in many parts of our country. In addi-
tion, U.S. agriculture is facing a
shrinking trade surplus. It used to be
agriculture products exported overseas
were the one big bright spot in the
trade imbalance. That is no longer
true. Agricultural programs are under
tremendous pressure from budget
cuts—more so now than has been the
case in the past.

We should be looking around for new
markets for American products, not
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cutting out export markets for Amer-
ican agricultural products. Cuba cer-
tainly presents a promising market for
Montana and for American agriculture.
Yet, unbelievably, the Treasury De-
partment has recently issued a new
rule. That rule makes it harder, it
makes it much more difficult, for U.S.
farmers and ranchers to sell agricul-
tural products to Cuba. It makes it
much more difficult in spite of the in-
tent of the law we passed in 2000.

This rule by Treasury requires Cuba
to pay for goods before shipment in-
stead of before delivery, as was the
case in the last 3 years after the act
was passed. For some reason, here in
2005, a few years after the act has been
in operation and working, the Treasury
Department passes new regulations,
just out of the blue, which make it
much more difficult for American
farmers to sell their products to Cuba.
If Cuba pays for the goods while they
are still on U.S. soil, these goods,
under this new rule, become Cuban as-
sets, which make them vulnerable to
seizure to satisfy unrelated claims.

What is the effect of that? That has a
very chilling effect. Treasury says it
issued this rule as a ‘‘clarification” of
the intent of Congress in the bill we
passed in the year 2000. Let me be
clear. My colleagues and I did not vote
for a bill to enhance exports to Cuba
that contained payment restrictions so
severe as to render U.S. exports uncom-
petitive or worse. Clearly we did not
pass a bill, we did not vote for a bill
which makes it more difficult to sell
agricultural products to Cuba rather
than less difficult, and this regulation
makes it more difficult. That was not
the intent of Congress. We pass the
laws. We decide what the laws of the
Nation should be. It was our intent
that agricultural sales should proceed
unimpeded on a cash basis to Cuba.

When Treasury proposed this rule, I
and colleagues on both sides of the
aisle in both Chambers made our point
very clear that we did not intend this.
It was not our intent to have this in-
terpretation.

Why is this so important? Cuba, the
largest island in the Caribbean, was
worth $400 million to U.S. agriculture
exporters in the year 2004. Since 2001,
Cuba has purchased more than $800
million in agricultural products from
35 States in our Nation, making that
island the 25th largest export market
for agricultural products.

A year and a half ago, I led a trade
mission to Cuba, and I walked away
with what I think is a pretty good deal
for my State of Montana: $10 billion in
agricultural products on a cash basis;
and the fact is they bought $10.4 mil-
lion of agricultural products from my
State of Montana. I went back last De-
cember and signed a new agreement,
this time worth $15 million for Mon-
tana agricultural products. Unfortu-
nately, that agreement is now in jeop-
ardy because of the new rule.

In the interim, Treasury passed this
new rule. It also applied this new rule
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even to sales completed months earlier
on a retroactive basis, which is totally
unfair. The rule is wrong in the first
place. It makes it doubly wrong when
it is retroactive. We have $3 million
worth of wheat and pea shipments
lined up, and now they have to be re-
negotiated or abandoned because of
this Treasury rule. That is wrong, just
dead wrong. I, in this body, have
worked hard to sell agricultural prod-
ucts to Cuba and will not stand idly by
while Government bureaucrats try to
undo all that hard work.

First, this reverses that Treasury
rule and clarifies the intent of Con-
gress for Cuba to pay cash for delivery
of U.S. goods before delivery, not be-
fore shipment. This will ensure that
cash sales continue as they have with-
out interruption.

Second, the amendment gives general
license to producers and port authori-
ties to travel to Cuba whenever they
have agreements to negotiate. This is a
big point. Very often, the United
States makes it very difficult with a
huge amount of bureaucracy and paper-
work to go through when the American
agricultural exporter wants to go to
Cuba to negotiate an agreement. It
makes it difficult to do so if we can’t
go to Cuba to put the deal together.

Third, it requires greater trans-
parency in visa processing for the
Cuban buyers and inspectors who have
legitimate itineraries in the United
States related to the sale or inspection
of TSREEA-authorized products.

Again, if a State has sales to Cuba, it
only makes sense if the State Depart-
ment can allow a representative for the
Government of Cuba or the representa-
tive of agriculture, the purchaser, to
come visit that State to see what prod-
ucts that State has in mind. So far the
Government is making it very difficult
for that to happen.

Fourth, this authorizes direct bank-
ing relations for authorized agricul-
tural sales only. We are not talking
about any other product. We are talk-
ing just about authorized agriculture
sales—direct banking relations which
would have the effect that U.S. banks
can deal directly on this matter rather
than as currently is the case where
they would have to go through a third
party, where European banks are mak-
ing money off the U.S. agricultural
sales.

Finally, this amendment repeals an
obscure trademark law that benefits no
U.S. company, but puts at risk thou-
sands of U.S. trademarks, including
those branded food products sold to
Cuba in the past 3 years. Section 211’s
supporters say it protects confiscated
trademarks but in fact makes very
clear no government—not even Fidel
Castro’s—can expropriate legally reg-
istered trademark rights. It is impos-
sible to do. That is why this provision
must be enacted.

The truth is, section 211 was enacted
to interfere in an ongoing rum label
dispute. The fight is not my concern.
But what concerns me is unless we
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fully repeal section 211, Cuba has the
right, under international trademark
law, to deny U.S. trademarks recip-
rocal recognition. That does not make
any sense.

In conclusion, I am here to urge us to
pass this amendment. It allows Amer-
ican farmers and ranchers a break.
More importantly, let them do what we
intended them to do when we passed
that law in the year 2000. Let us send a
message to Treasury that when we pass
laws, we mean it. It is not for Treas-
ury. They are the executive branch,
and they are supposed to implement
the laws, not make new laws, which in
effect Treasury is doing by changing
its regulations. They are being totally
irresponsible. There comes a time
when, frankly, it is up to us to put a
stop to it and say this is not right and
we are going to change it.

I see many of my friends on the floor.
I thank my good friend from North Da-
kota, Senator DORGAN, who cospon-
sored this amendment.

I say also that I support the trade
amendment offered by Senator CRAIG,
a perfecting amendment which will
help implement the major underlying
amendment which I described.

I yield the floor but reserve the time
we have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, are we
under a time agreement at this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
make a couple of comments about this,
and first credit my colleagues Senator
CRAIG, Senator BAUCUS, and many
other colleagues who have worked so
hard on this. Their leadership is espe-
cially appreciated.

Go back 5 years to the year 2000 when
I, then-Senator John Ashcroft, and my
colleagues Senators CRAIG, BAUCUS,
and others passed an amendment here
in the Senate that became law. The
amendment we offered which became
law said that American farmers could
sell food into the country of Cuba as
long as Cuba paid cash for that food.
Since that time, we have sold over $1
billion worth of agricultural commod-
ities into Cuba. When we debated that
5 years ago, I was on the floor of the
Senate saying I think it is almost im-
moral for any country to use food as a
weapon. Food ought not be a weapon in
foreign policy.

Does anybody here think that for 40
years when we prevented the sale of
food to Cuba we injured Fidel Castro?
Does anybody believe Fidel Castro
missed breakfast, or lunch, or supper,
or dinner, because of our embargo on
food, because we decided to use food as
a weapon? It didn’t hurt Fidel Castro.
When we use food as a weapon, it hurts
hungry, sick, and poor people. That is
what happens.

One day not too long ago—a couple of
years ago—22 train carloads of dried
feeds left the State of North Dakota,
my home State, to go from our farms
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to Cuba to be fed to the Cuban people.
Cuba paid cash for it. It was the first
shipment in 42 years.

We have people who never liked that
law; didn’t like the fact that Congress
passed that law; still want to use food
as a weapon. What has happened is the
Treasury Department’s Office of For-
eign Asset Control has decided to ille-
gally, in my judgment, redetermine
how they interpret that force of law
that requires cash payment for food.
Normally, when you buy something,
when they give you the product, you
pay cash and they give you the prod-
uct. That is the way it is. You pay the
money, they give you the product.

What the Department of Treasury
has decided in OFAC is that the Cubans
would have to pay for this. By the way,
they paid cash through a European
bank because they can’t use a U.S.
banking institution. They have to pay
for it before that shipment even leaves
the local country elevator. It dramati-
cally changes the circumstances of
being able to sell and be competitive.
They are doing it for one reason, be-
cause those who did this don’t want
American farmers to sell food into the
Cuban marketplace. The Canadians sell
into the Cuban marketplace. The Euro-
peans do. But they want to go back to
the good old days when the American
farmers were paying the cost of an em-
bargo. They are dead wrong.

It is interesting. We are told repeat-
edly and have been told for years that
the way to move Communist countries
into the mainstream toward demo-
cratic reform is through trade and
travel. I have been to the country of
China; I have been to Vietnam—both
Communist countries. We encourage
trade and travel with Communist coun-
tries, China and Vietnam. But when it
comes to Cuba, a Communist country
headed by Fidel Castro, who admit-
tedly keeps sticking his finger into our
country’s eye—I understand that. It is
not about Fidel Castro. It is about our
farmers being able to sell food into the
Cuban marketplace. When it comes to
Cuba and Castro, he has lived through
10 Presidents and over 40 years of an
embargo.

The fact is this amendment is nec-
essary in order to stop the Treasury
from doing something that the Con-
gressional Research Service says they
do not think is legal.

Let me make another couple of com-
ments that relate more generally to a
related issue. The Office of Foreign
Asset Control is an agency down in
Treasury that is supposed to be track-
ing money supporting terrorism. That
money supporting terrorism is to be
intercepted by OFAC in their inves-
tigations, trying to figure out who is
supporting Osama bin Laden, and how
do we shut down their funding. Guess
what. This little agency, which has 21
people, triple the number of people who
are working on Osama bin Laden’s
funding supply, is trying to figure out
how they shut down trade and travel to
Cuba. They are investigating American
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citizens who are under suspicion of
having taken a vacation in Cuba with-
out a license.

I have a picture of a young woman I
have shown on the floor of the Senate
many times. Her transgression was she
went to Cuba to pass out free Bibles on
the streets of Cuba and OFAC tracked
her down and fined her $10,000.

Trade and travel are two related
issues that I believe would work with
Cuba, as they work with China and
Vietnam. I believe the Communist
countries I have described, China and
Vietnam as examples, have moved to-
ward more democratic reforms, not
completely, but as a result of our pol-
icy called engagement, travel, and
trade.

With respect to Cuba, we have had
this some 40-plus years embargo that
simply hasn’t worked. But the piece of
the embargo, the piece of that issue my
colleagues Senator CRAIG and Senator
BAUCUS and I and others now want to
address is to correct something that is
happening down at the Treasury De-
partment that we believe misinterprets
current law to correct something the
Congressional Research Service says is
being done which they believe is not
legal. We will find any way we can to
force this correction.

My colleagues have described—I shall
not go into any greater detail—the pro-
visions. It allows generally visas for
agricultural sales to Cuba. If you are
going to sell and have a trade relation-
ship, you have to go there and talk
about what you have to sell. It would
express the sense of Congress that we
should issue visas to Cubans who want
to buy U.S. agricultural goods, and
want to come here. They have system-
atically refused to give visas to some of
these top food-buying Cubans who
would come to this country to pur-
chase food. It also fixes payment and
advance issues and resolves those kinds
of problems that have arisen in recent
months with the new ruling by OFAC.

One final point: The current Sec-
retary of the Treasury knows, as did
the previous Secretary of the Treasury,
that what is happening is goofy; to-
tally without good sense. They know
that.

I had a hearing one day when I was
chairing a subcommittee, and Treasury
Secretary O’Neill was there. I asked
him about four or five times. He didn’t
answer. I knew why he wouldn’t an-
swer; it was because he would get in
trouble if he did. But about the fifth or
sixth time I asked the question—I
knew he would eventually answer—he
finally answered candidly. I said,
Wouldn’t you, if you had the choice,
rather than track people suspected of
vacationing in Cuba, rather than try-
ing to shut down agricultural trade, if
you had the choice, use your assets in
OFAC to track terrorist money and
shut down terrorism?

He finally said, of course. The next
day he was chastised publicly by the
White House for saying that. We do not
get that kind of answer out of anyone
in the administration anymore.
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This is very simple. It is not a par-
tisan issue. It is the expression of Con-
gress, on a bipartisan basis, Repub-
licans and Democrats, that we ought
not use food as a weapon. It is im-
moral. Farmers should not the pay the
cost of this country’s foreign policy. It
makes no sense to allow the Treasury
Department to misinterpret law and to
try to shut down the ability of United
States farmers to sell food to Cuba.

To close where I began, let me say
again, these policies have never hurt
Fidel Castro. He has never missed a
meal. It hurts poor people, hungry peo-
ple, and sick people in Cuba, and it
hurts American farmers. The policy-
makers who do this know that, they
know both of those circumstances and
they do it, in my judgment, to perpet-
uate a political advantage they think
exists somewhere in about two States
in our country. I think they are wrong.

On behalf of this country’s farmers
and on behalf of the people in Cuba who
would buy and who would need that
food, I believe we ought to pass this
amendment to the underlying bill.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 273, AS MODIFIED

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent an amendment
numbered 273, previously agreed to, be
modified with language that is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment will be so modified.

The amendment (No. 273), as modi-
fied, was agreed to as follows:

On page 12, strike lines 16 through 18, and
insert the following:

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—

(A) FISCAL YEAR 2006.—Fifteen percent of
the funds appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) for fiscal year 2006 are authorized
to remain available until September 30, 2007.

(B) FISCAL YEAR 2007.—Fifteen percent of
the funds appropriated pursuant to para-
graph (1) for fiscal year 2007 are authorized
to remain available until September 30, 2008.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that following the
vote at 4:45 on the resolution regarding
Pope John Paul II, the Senate proceed
to a vote in relation to the Boxer
amendment; provided further that
there be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided between the votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I will
take the time before the vote to rise in
support of the Craig-Baucus amend-
ment. I am a cosponsor of S. 328, the
bill on which the amendment is based.
I appreciate the views of the Senators
on both sides of the Cuban embargo
issue. In the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, concerned Senators have of-
fered constructive ideas on how to ap-
proach Cuba with the goal of trans-
forming that island into a democracy,
even as Senators disagree on interim
policy steps.

My view is within the defined limits
of Trade Sanctions Reform and Export
Enhancement Act of 2000, United
States businesses and farmers should
be able to sell products to Cuba. In the
interest of expanding opportunities for
U.S. agriculture, 5 years ago Congress
enacted this law. It exempts from the
trade embargo on Cuba commercial
sales of agricultural and medical prod-
ucts and allows only for cash sales. No
credit or subsidies to the Cuban Gov-
ernment are allowed.

This law has provided a new market
for our farmers and ranchers. The
American Farm Bureau has reported
that since the passage of the bill,
United States farmers have sold ap-
proximately $800 million in agricul-
tural products to Cuba. Exports to
Cuba have more than doubled since
2002, reaching approximately $400 mil-
lion in 2004. Growth in the Cuban mar-
ket has become especially important as
the United States agricultural trade
surplus has narrowed over the last 2
years.

Recently, the Bush administration
issued a clarification to our Cuban ex-
port policy which changed the payment
terms of cash sales to Cuba. The Treas-
ury Department rule will make it more
difficult to sell agricultural products
to Cuba.

The amendment would reverse the
Treasury rule by returning it to the
status quo payment terms. That has
worked well since 2001. It also would
cut some of the redtape that makes
United States producers less competi-
tive in the Cuban market.

Expanding international markets in
our hemisphere and the world will have
a positive impact on the lives of Amer-
icans. All sectors, especially American
agricultural, benefit from the oppor-
tunity to sell products to other nations
that create jobs in the United States.
My home state of Indiana is a world
leader in agricultural production and
manufacturing. If we hope to sustain
our economic strength in the 21st cen-
tury, we must participate in an ex-
panding global economy. We must ag-
gressively pursue opportunities in new
markets and we must keep our com-
petitive advantage and sell our prod-
ucts worldwide.

As a Senator, I worked in the Con-
gress to support trade and economic
policies that I believe are in the best
long-term interests of our Nation. Con-
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stricting agricultural sales to Cuba
would have little or no effect on the
Cuban regime, particularly since the
rest of the world does not participate
in our embargo. It would, however,
limit the ability of our farmers and our
ranchers to sell their products abroad.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Craig-Baucus amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

RELATING TO THE DEATH OF THE
HOLY FATHER, POPE JOHN PAUL
II

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 4:45 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will proceed
to a vote on the resolution relating to
the death of the Holy Father, Pope
John Paul II.

The clerk will report the resolution.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 95) relating to the
death of the Holy Father, Pope John Paul II.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The question is on agreeing to the
resolution. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 82 Leg.]

YEAS—98
Akaka Cornyn Inouye
Alexander Corzine Isakson
Allen Craig Jeffords
Baucus Crapo Johnson
Bayh Dayton Kerry
Bennett DeMint Kohl
Biden DeWine Kyl
Bingaman Dodd Landrieu
Bond Dole Lautenberg
Boxer Domenici Leahy
Brownback Dorgan Levin
Bunning Durbin Lieberman
Burns Ensign Lincoln
Burr Enzi Lott
Byrd Feingold Lugar
Cantwell Feinstein Martinez
Carper Frist McCain
Chafee Graham McConnell
Chambliss Grassley Mikulski
Clinton Gregg Murkowski
Coburn Hagel Murray
Cochran Harkin Nelson (FL)
Coleman Hatch Nelson (NE)
Collins Hutchison Obama
Conrad Inhofe Pryor
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Reed Sessions Talent
Reid Shelby Thomas
Roberts Smith Thune
Rockefeller Snowe Vitter
Salazar Specter Voinovich
Santorum Stabenow Warner
Sarbanes Stevens Wyden
Schumer Sununu

NOT VOTING—2
Allard Kennedy

The resolution (S. Res. 95) was agreed
to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 95

Whereas Pope John Paul II was one of the
greatest spiritual leaders and moral teachers
of the Modern Era; and

Whereas he set an extraordinary example
of personal integrity and courage, not only
for his fellow Catholics but for people of
every religious and philosophical viewpoint;
and

Whereas throughout the course of his pon-
tificate he campaigned tirelessly for human
rights and human dignity throughout the
world; and

Whereas he practiced and inspired resist-
ance to the great totalitarian systems and
tyrannies that rose and, with his help, fell in
the 20th Century; and

Whereas he fostered harmony between
Catholics and Eastern Orthodox and Protes-
tant Christians, reached out in friendship to
Jews, Muslims and members of other faiths,
and warmly promoted interfaith under-
standing and cooperation; and

Whereas he dedicated himself to the de-
fense of the weakest and most vulnerable
members of the human family; and

Whereas on his visits to our country he has
called all Americans to be true and faithful
to the great principles of liberty and justice
inscribed in our Declaration of Independence
and Constitution; and

Whereas his selfless service to God and
man has been an inspiration to Americans
and men and women of goodwill across the
globe; Therefore be it

Resolved That the Congress of the United
States joins the world in mourning his
death, and pays tribute to him by pledging
to be ever faithful to our national calling to
be ‘‘one Nation, under God, indivisible, with
liberty and justice for all,” and to help our
neighbors in immeasurable ways.

—————

FOREIGN AFFAIRS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2006
AND 2007—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 278

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is now 2 min-
utes evenly divided relating to a vote
on amendment No. 278, the Boxer
amendment. The Senate will be in
order.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I hope
my colleagues will support the Boxer-
Snowe amendment. It is very impor-
tant to make sure women around the
world are given the health care they
deserve. Since 1973, the Helms amend-
ment has been in place. That means no
American funds can ever be used for
anything to do with abortion. But the
global gag rule which we are trying to
overturn goes much further. It says
nonprofit organizations overseas can-
not use their own money to help a
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woman by giving her options, by giving
her a referral. It even says a non-
governmental organization would lose
all their USAID funding if they advo-
cated to change a very restrictive law
in their own country. This is clearly
unconstitutional if it were applied here
in America.

With our men and women dying
around the world for freedom, I do not
think we should say there should be no
freedom of speech in these countries.
We overturned this law many times. I
hope we will do it again.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues. This is well-
plowed ground. We have been around
this issue since 1984, with Ronald
Reagan putting this policy in place.
The Boxer amendment overturns that
policy. This is about taxpayer funding
of abortion overseas.

We can separate the issue of abortion
here altogether and say we are not
going to talk about that, but this is
taxpayer dollars used to support orga-
nizations supporting abortion overseas.
We talk about different semantics.
That is what it does. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this amend-
ment. Clearly, 70-plus percent of the
American public would be against that.
Let’s work on foreign policy issues and
funding of things on which we have
great unity, not ones on which we are
divided.

I respectfully urge a vote against the
amendment of my colleague, Senator
BOXER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. McCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52,
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 83 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Akaka Dodd Lieberman
Baucus Dorgan Lincoln
Bayh Durbin Mikulski
Biden Feingold Murkowski
Bingaman Feinstein Murray
Boxer Harkin Nelson (FL)
Byrd Inouye Nelson (NE)
Cantwell Jeffords Obama
Carper Johnson Pryor
Chafee Kerry Reed
Clinton Kohl Reid
Collins Landrieu Rockefeller
Conrad Lautenberg Salazar
Corzine Leahy Sarbanes
Dayton Levin Schumer
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Smith Stabenow Wyden
Snowe Stevens
Specter Warner
NAYS—46

Alexander DeWine Lugar
Allen Dole Martinez
Bennett Domenici McCain
Bond Ensign McConnell
Brownback Enzi Roberts
Bunning Frist Santorum
Burns Graham Sessions
Burr Grassley
Chambliss Gregg Shelby
Coburn Hagel ununt
Cochran Hatch Talent
Coleman Hutchison Thomas
Cornyn Inhofe Tl'lune
Craig Isakson V1§ter )
Crapo Kyl Voinovich
DeMint Lott

NOT VOTING—2
Allard Kennedy

The amendment (No. 278) was agreed
to.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to lay aside the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 283

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD]
proposes an amendment numbered 283.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To Express the Sense of the Senate
concerning recent provocation actions by
the Peoples Republic of China and for
other purposes)

At the appropriate place in the bill add the
following new section:

SEC. .

(a) FINDINGS.—

(1) During most of last four years relations
between the United States and the People’s
Republic of China have been relatively sta-
ble;

(2) The recently released 2004 State Depart-
ment Country Report on Human Rights con-
tinues to characterize China’s human rights
as poor;

(3) Bilateral economic and trade relations
are important components of the United
States/Chinese relationship,

(4) China’s growing international economic
and political influence has implications for
the United States competitive position and
for maintaining a strong domestic industrial
base;

(5) Taiwan remains an extremely sensitive
and complex bilateral issue between the U.S.
and the Peoples Republic of China;

(6) The U.S. decision to establish diplo-
matic relations with the People’s Republic of
China in 1979 was based upon the premise
that the future of Taiwan would be deter-
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mined solely by peaceful means and in a
manner that was mutually satisfactory;

(7) The Taiwan Relations Act makes clear
that peace and stability in the region are in
the political, security and economic inter-
ests of the United States;

(8) The United States has consistently
urged restraint by both China and Taiwan
with respect to their actions and declara-
tions; and

(9) The anti-succession law adopted by the
Chinese National People’s Congress on
March 14, 2005 targeted at Taiwan’s inde-
pendence advocates was a provocative action
which has altered the status quo in the re-
gion.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that—

1. China’s anti-succession law is desta-
bilizing to regional peace and stability, and
is therefore of grave concern to the United
States;

2. The United States Government should
employ all diplomatic means to encourage
the repeal of that law so the regional sta-
bility can be restored;

3. The United States Government should
continue to speak out with respect to Chi-
na’s human rights practices and advocate
the release from detention of all political
and human rights activists;

4. The United States Government should
more effectively promote United States eco-
nomic and trade interests by insisting that
the People’s Republic of China lives up to its
international trade obligations to respect
and safeguard U.S. intellectual property
rights and cease artificially pegging its cur-
rency exchange rates; and

5. The United States Government should
undertake a comprehensive review of the im-
plications of China’s growing international
economic and political influence that are by-
products of its expanding network of trade
agreements, its aggressive shipbuilding pro-
grams, its efforts to cement scientific and
technological cooperation arrangements, and
secure additional oil and gas contracts; and
should determine what steps should be taken
to safeguard the U.S. industrial base and
maintain and enhance United States eco-
nomic competitiveness and political inter-
ests.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, it is not
my intention to debate the amendment
at this moment, but I wanted to get in
the queue. I will defer any debate on
the amendment until a later time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendments be laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, we have
been attempting to arrange for a vote
on the Lugar amendment. Senator
BIDEN would like to debate that
amendment, as I understand it. It may
be that an arrangement can be made
for a conclusion of debate tonight and
a vote certain tomorrow morning. But
for the moment, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 284

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself and Senator WYDEN and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN], for himself and Mr. WYDEN, proposes an
amendment numbered 284.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit funds from being used
for television broadcasting to Cuba)

On page 16, strike lines 13 through 21 and
insert the following:

(1) INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPER-
ATIONS.—For ‘‘International Broadcasting
Operations,” $620,050,000 for the fiscal year
2006 and such sums as may be necessary for
the fiscal year 2007.

(2) BROADCASTING CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS.—
For ‘“Broadcasting Capital Improvements,”
$10,893,000 for the fiscal year 2006 and such
sums as may be necessary for the fiscal year
2007.

(3) PROHIBITION ON TELEVISION BROAD-
CASTING TO CUBA.—None of the amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to the authorization of
appropriations in paragraph (1) or (2) may be
used to provide television broadcasting to
Cuba.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I vis-
ited with Senator LUGAR and Senator
BIDEN and indicated, on behalf of my-
self and Senator WYDEN, I would offer
the amendment. We would be prepared
to discuss it in the morning, but we
will be happy to have it set aside for
other business on this legislation. I
want to say also it is not our intention
in any way to delay this legislation. It
is a very important amendment to us
and I think to the Senate. But when we
come back tomorrow to spend some
time talking about it, we will not nec-
essarily take very much time, and we
will hope for favorable consideration
by the full Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, very
briefly, I thank Senator LUGAR and
Senator BIDEN, in particular, for work-
ing this arrangement out with Senator
DORGAN and me. We think this is a
waste of money. We are anxious to talk
about it tomorrow after folks have had
a chance, overnight, to look at it.

I thank the Presiding Officer for the
chance to make these brief remarks.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, it ap-
pears there are a couple of minutes be-
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fore we move on. I will debate the
amendment, along with my colleague,
Senator WYDEN, more extensively in
the morning. I will not take a lot of
time. But as long as the floor was
available, I wanted to indicate that the
amendment we just laid down deals
with TV Marti.

We fund broadcasts into Cuba on
something called Radio Marti which
are very effective. The Cuban people
listen to Radio Marti. Of course, they
can listen to Miami radio stations as
well. But we also fund something called
TV Marti, and we have done it for
years. The Government of Cuba, of
Fidel Castro, jams the signals. We have
Fat Albert, an aerostat balloon up
there thousands of feet in the air, and
the American taxpayer is paying for a
fancy studio down on the ground. And
up through this cable to Fat Albert we
actually send signals into Cuba, tele-
vision signals that the Cuban people

can’t see. Traditionally, they have
been broadcast from 3 to 8 in the morn-
ing, and they are systematically
jammed.

We have been spending about $10 to
$12 million a year, and we have been
doing it for years. We have spent al-
most $200 million doing it. Now the
President wants to double the funding.
There is something called waste, fraud,
and abuse. I am not exactly sure where
this fits, but it is one of the three. It
fits with something else called stu-
pidity.

We ought not continue to pay to send
television signals to a country that
can’t receive them or television signals
to people who can’t see them because
the Government is jamming them. Let
me say that the Acting Director of the
International Broadcasting Bureau,
Mr. Brian Coniff, testified before the
House Subcommittee on International
Operations and Human Rights.

He said: Transmission to China has
been consistently jammed by the
Cuban Government. The American offi-
cial said that. This transmission of tel-
evision signals has been systematically
jammed by the Cuban Government. We
don’t have any official evidence that
the audience has increased due to
broadcast schedule change. They did
have some anecdotal evidence that just
a smattering of Cubans would be able
to spot the signal that we broadcast
into Cuba. Before the Castro govern-
ment caught the signal and jammed it,
they would get a minute or two. So
that is a sighting. That is a Cuban who
was able to see the signal of TV Marti.
They finally stopped measuring that
because the audience was so miniscule
as to be almost zero.

Finally their argument was, the
same official says: TV Marti, though
jammed, is well positioned to be an im-
portant instrument of U.S. foreign pol-
icy should a crisis occur on the island.

So there we are. We have big, old Fat
Albert up there, an aerostat balloon
sending signals to the Cuban people
they can’t see. We spend $10, $12 mil-
lion a year on something we don’t

S3191

have. And now the President says we
should double that. And do you know
how we are going to do it? A balloon
isn’t enough and a balloon causes prob-
lems because the balloon got off of its
aerostat mooring and went over the
Everglades, and we had people on grap-
pling hooks and ladders trying to tame
the balloon that was broadcasting sig-
nals into Cuba. So now they want to
buy an airplane.

If this were a television show, it
would be a comedy. Now they want to
buy an airplane for $8 million to send
signals into Cuba that they can’t re-
ceive. All of this would be funny were
it not for the fact that this is paid for
by American taxpayers. If ever there
was a case of waste, fraud, and abuse in
government spending, it is this.

It is not partisan. There is no Demo-
cratic waste or Republican waste.
There is just plain old waste. It seems
to me when you see something that
doesn’t work, isn’t needed, shouldn’t be
done and doesn’t function at all, maybe
it is time for all of us to say: This we
can get rid of.

This is not the largest amendment
offered this year. It is roughly $20, $21
million. But it saves money; $21 mil-
lion is a lot of money in my hometown.
It saves the taxpayers money and stops
doing something that has always been
completely ineffective.

We broadcast in Radio Marti. That is
effective. The Cubans listen to it. They
can listen to commercial stations from
Miami for that matter. But Television
Marti has never worked because the
Castro government systematically
jams it. So we send signals no one can
receive.

This amendment, I hope, should be
simple enough. I know there will be
some who may have an apoplectic sei-
zure about my offering this amendment
because there are a couple of States
where the Cuban vote is very impor-
tant and there are some in the Cuban
community who think we are doing
something very important and very
worthy if we send signals from this
country that can’t be seen by the
Cuban people. That escapes some no-
tion of mine that would represent log-
ical thinking. But nonetheless there
may be some who will feel that way.

We will have a broader discussion of
this tomorrow. I support many of the
broadcasting programs we have. Many
have been very effective. But this is
pure, solid, thoughtless waste. It is
time for this Congress to take a stand
to shut this spending down.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator BIDEN
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be recognized in order to offer a sub-
stitute amendment to the language
proposed to be stricken; provided fur-
ther that there be 30 minutes equally
divided for debate this evening; pro-
vided further that at 10 a.m. tomorrow,
the Senate proceed to a vote in rela-
tion to the Biden amendment, with no
amendments in order to the Biden
amendment prior to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

AMENDMENT NO. 286

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the Lugar amendment
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]
proposes an amendment numbered 286 in lieu
of the language proposed to be stricken by
amendment No. 266.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide a second degree amend-

ment related to the United States share of

assessment for United Nations Peace-
keeping operations)

In lieu of the matter proposed to be strick-
en, insert the following:

‘“‘Section 404(b)(2)(B) of the Foreign Rela-
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994
and 1995 (P.L. 103-236) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(v) For assessments made during calendar
years 2005, 2006, and 2007, 27.1 percent.”’

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will be
very brief. The amendment I have sent
to the desk does a simple thing. It
maintains the current cap on the
amount that the United States contrib-
utes to the United Nations peace-
keeping missions. It keeps it at 27.1
percent for the next 2 years.

For those who may be watching, they
may wonder what that is all about.
When a peacekeeping mission gets sent
overseas, authorized by the United Na-
tions, the countries in question have a
prior assessment as to how much they
are going to pay, usually based on the
size of their countries and the size of
their economies, and it has been agreed
to by us that the appropriate figure for
the United States to chip in is 27.1 per-
cent. So if it costs $1 million for peace-
keeping, our share would be $271,000,
and so on.

Let me briefly explain the history of
the law and what this does to the
Lugar amendment.

In 1994, Congress unilaterally limited
what we would pay for the peace-
keeping endeavors of the United Na-
tions. We said we will no longer pay
any more than 25 percent. I believe at
the time we were paying 31 percent.
That is what the previous administra-
tions had agreed to. That is what the
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U.N. was assessing us, 31 percent. We
said in 1994: No, no, we are not going to
pay any more than 25 percent.

What happened was, we never nego-
tiated that rate with the United Na-
tions. We unilaterally stated that. We
did not go back to the U.N. and say:
Look, we want to reconfigure how
much we are paying. We want to go
down from 31 percent, which we had
been paying, to 25 percent. It never oc-
curred, and the U.N. continued to bill
us at 31 percent. So if a peacekeeping
mission was $1 million—and none are
as cheap as $1 million—we were getting
billed $310,000 and we only agreed to
pay $250,000. So we were in arrears of
$60,000.

The bill that my former colleague
Jesse Helms and I did in the late 1990s
to clear up what the United States al-
legedly owed—everybody used to call it
dues, but it was more than dues. This
peacekeeping is part of what people
euphemistically refer to as dues. The
accumulated obligation that we owed
to the United Nations, although some-
what in dispute, was a little over $1 bil-
lion.

Senator Helms, and many others,
when he was chairman of the com-
mittee, argued that we should not be
paying any of this; we did not owe any
of these arrears. Senator Helms, after
conferring with his trusted aide who
has passed away, the Staff Director for
the Foreign Relations Committee, Ad-
miral Bud Nance, when he realized a
lot of this was owed to some of our
friends such as Great Britain, Europe,
and others, he said I did not realize
that; OK, we should pay that amount
we owe. But in the process Senator
Helms, Senator LUGAR, myself, and
many others also thought there should
be reforms that should take place in
the United Nations. In addition to set-
tling this arrears question, we wrote a
much larger bill that required some
changes and commitments on the part
of the United Nations as well. In the
process of doing that, Senator Helms
agreed and the Helms-Biden legislation
said we would only pay at 25 percent.

The Ambassador to the United Na-
tions at the time was Richard
Holbrooke. Richard Holbrooke, who
was in negotiation with the United Na-
tions to try to get them to agree that
we would only pay 25 percent and that
they would agree with that beyond us
unilaterally asserting it, worked out
an agreement that said the United Na-
tions agreed we would only pay 27 per-
cent. I know what I am talking about
sounds arcane, but it is real money.
Senator Helms and I said: OK, close
enough. And we agreed to amend the
Helms-Biden law to let these arrearage
payments flow.

What we never did was repeal the un-
derlying law that was passed in the
Congress, signed by the President in
1994, that said we would pay no more
than 25 percent. The underlying law in
1994 was never repealed.

In 2002, because these arrearages are
running up again, the difference be-
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tween 25 percent and what the U.N.
thought we owed and what we had been
paying at the 27 percent, we put in a
provision in the law, a 3-year amend-
ment that amended the 1994 law put-
ting a ceiling on our payments at 27,
not 25, percent through the year 2004.

Last year, we came up against this
issue again, and the Appropriations
Committee, because we were unable to
get our bill passed, extended the 27-per-
cent number through calendar year
2005. So if nothing else is done now, the
1994 law kicks back in, and our max-
imum payment drops from 27 percent
to 25 percent, and we are back in the
same old tangle of building up arrear-
ages of whatever the 2-percent dif-
ference would be every year that we
thought we solved initially. So we need
to address this issue. We do not want to
get into this fight again.

The U.N. peacekeepers perform crit-
ical functions in the area of conflict
and instability around the world. They
monitor cease-fires, human rights con-
ditions, clearing minefields, disarming
combatants, providing humanitarian
assistance, and organizing and observ-
ing elections, which all costs money.

The U.N. peacekeeping missions have
become increasingly critical in the
past year as authorizing missions that
support U.S. policy objectives for sta-
bilization in Burundi, Haiti, and other
places, as well as an operation to
Sudan which will begin to deploy in the
upcoming weeks.

Through missions such as these, the
United States contributes to inter-
national peace and stability while
sharing the cost of doing so with other
nations. Therefore, it is my view that
we need to continue to pay our U.N.
peacekeeping bill, the one negotiated
by Holbrooke, particularly at this
point in time when we are asking for
and need U.N. cooperation on issues
such as democracy building in Iraq,
post-tsunami disaster relief in Indo-
nesia, and other areas.

I remind my colleagues, and I am in
no way being critical of my chairman,
the bill we reported out of the Foreign
Relations Committee corrected the
problem. It said we are lifting the 25-
percent cap passed in 1994, and we are
doing it permanently. What the chair-
man of the committee is doing is intro-
ducing an amendment saying: I guess,
on second thought, I do not like that
idea very much. I want to now go back
and amend what passed 18 to 0 and say
we are going back to the 25-percent
level.

I know that is complicated for all the
Members, but the bottom line is my
amendment does what the President’s
budget request proposed. I want to do
it permanently, but the President said
keep it at 27 percent for another 2
years. That is what the President re-
quested. That is what I am attempting
to amend the Lugar amendment with.
If I prevail, the President’s position
prevails. We no longer go in arrearages,
and we put off another 2 years reck-
oning with the underlying problem.
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I see my colleague from Maryland is
in the Chamber. With the permission of
the Senator from Indiana, I would be
happy to yield to him on this point.
There is a time agreement. I do not
know how much of my time I have
used, but I am sure we could accommo-
date the Senator for the time he wants.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I will
be brief. I rise in very strong support of
the amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware. I do it
out of respect for his past efforts in ad-
dressing this issue, along with Senator
Helms. I have to confess that, at the
time, I thought we should pay all of
our arrearages without those condi-
tions. We had a very difficult situation
in the U.N., but in the end, the situa-
tion was negotiated out and an agree-
ment was reached on the 27 percent. So
as long as we pay that amount, we are
not falling into arrears.

If we drop the 27 percent down to 25
percent, as I understand the amend-
ment of the chairman of the committee
would do, we immediately throw our-
selves back into a situation where we
start building up arrears. In effect, we
end up going back on an agreement
that was reached after very intense ne-
gotiations with the U.N., as I recall,
led by Ambassador Holbrooke at the
time.

Interestingly enough, the current ad-
ministration, the Bush administration,
as I understand it, is supportive of the
position that the Senator from Dela-
ware is offering with this amendment.
This amendment is consistent with
what the administration has sought in
terms of extending the 27-percent cap.

Now, the bill as it came out of the
committee extended that cap perma-
nently. This amendment would extend
it for 2 years. I understand that is the
administration’s position. Given all of
that and the importance of this, I
would hope that the chairman of the
committee would find it within his rea-
sonable judgment to accept this
amendment. I do not think we ought to
be having an intense division over this
because it seems to me it makes ex-
traordinarily good sense to do this
amendment. BEarlier, we imposed a uni-
lateral cap. It did not work. We had
very complicated relationships. We
were able to work that out. We were
able to pay off our arrears.

Our influence is going to be dimin-
ished in any international body if we
are sitting at the table and our rep-
resentative is in a position where the
United States is in arrears to these
very institutions that we helped to
found and establish and to make a suc-
cess over the years.

In fact, we are going to commemo-
rate the 60th anniversary of the found-
ing of the United Nations this year. So
it seems to me that is a very sensible
amendment. It does pull back a bit
from what was in the committee-re-
ported bill, from a permanent 27 per-
cent cap to a 2-year extension, which
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conforms to the administration’s posi-
tion. But to go down to 25 percent, as
the underlying amendment proposes,
would simply recreate all of the dif-
ficulties we previously encountered and
previously went through.

In a sense, I appeal to the chairman
of the committee to see the wisdom in
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Delaware as a very reasonable,
positive, and constructive way in
which to address this issue.

So I very much hope he will find it
possible to accept the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware as we pro-
ceed in trying to move this bill
through the Senate.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield
briefly?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THUNE). The time of the Senator from
Delaware has expired.

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, as the
distinguished Senators from Delaware
and Maryland pointed out, and cer-
tainly Senator BIDEN was very heavily
involved in the Helms-Biden legislation
of 1999, that legislation which came
after considerable argument in the
committee and in the Senate, perhaps
in the country, about what our fair
share ought to be, the Helms-Biden de-
cision was that the U.S. share of peace-
keeping duties would decline to 25 per-
cent of the world total. That still re-
mains the law and important goal of
U.S. policy toward the United Nations,
at least for many Senators.

Expression has been made tonight
that perhaps our Nation ought to be
more generous, and that could very
well be the result of negotiations with
the United Nations, but the intent, at
least, of the amendment that I offered
earlier in the day would strike section
401, which established a permanent cap
of 27.1 percent. Senator BIDEN’s sub-
stitute changes that permanent idea to
a 2-year cap of 27.1 so that perhaps
pragmatically there is some room and
time to come to some agreement either
up or down from that point.

I simply observe that this issue, long
before Senator Helms and Senator
BIDEN reached a bipartisan compromise
in 1999, exercised strong feelings on
both sides of the aisle. I appreciate
very much the sentiment of the Sen-
ators who wish to preserve the 27.1 cap.
As I pointed out earlier in the day, I
believe that we ought to pay our dues.

Furthermore, I believe the United
States has obligations of a humani-
tarian sort, quite apart from the prag-
matic aspects of peacekeeping, which
are important. Nevertheless, my hope
had been that by in essence setting
aside the issue out of this bill that we
would give the U.S. negotiators the
most leverage possible to obtain what-
ever our goals and objectives may be. I
think there may be some ambivalence
as to what those goals are. It may be
ambivalence of a generous sort; name-
ly, given all of the problems occurring
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in the world, we may wish to take on
more. On the other hand, I would ob-
serve, as certain other Senators have,
that the United Nations is in the proc-
ess now of a great deal of reform think-
ing.

The Secretary General, Kofi Annan,
has suggested very substantial reforms.
We are about to have a hearing on the
nominee for our country’s representa-
tive at the United Nations, John
Bolton. I am certain many Senators on
the committee will question Secretary
Bolton on his ideas about reform and
how he could be effective in bringing
about a stronger United Nations and
what the correct presence ought to be
and what the correct leadership ought
to be. Peacekeeping ought to be a part
of that negotiation.

I would further observe that in the
coming weeks Congress will have fur-
ther opportunities to work with Presi-
dent Bush and his administration to
craft the most effective means of re-
ducing the U.S. share of assessments or
increasing them, as may be our pref-
erence. I believe this is an issue in
which further consultation with the ex-
ecutive branch is desirable.

For the moment, I appreciate that
Senators will continue to have strong
feelings about the United Nations gen-
erally, as well as our degree of partici-
pation financially and otherwise. That
has been the nature of several debates
over the years, and each time one of
our authorization bills comes to the
floor, this issue arises in one form or
another. Nevertheless, I will oppose the
Biden amendment with the recognition
that, as a substitute, if it is adopted, it
will be language that I hope at least
goes to final passage of this legislation.

If the Senator’s substitute is not
adopted, then he has assured me that
by voice vote we will adopt the amend-
ment I offered earlier on and proceed
on to other considerations.

I hope the Senate will adopt my
point of view because I believe it offers
more latitude for our administration
and offers, perhaps, a more construc-
tive avenue for reform of the United
Nations and perhaps some leverage for
both. In any event, I appreciate the
sincerity of the debate, the importance
of the issue, the recognition of the his-
tory of this debate over several years
of time, and at least the resolve that
tonight is the point at which I think
we must make a decision.

Mr. BIDEN. I realize I have no more
time. I ask unanimous consent for 2 ad-
ditional minutes off the time of the
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. I am happy to yield the
Senator 2 minutes of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, very brief-
ly, necessarily, the administration has
not asked for any latitude. The admin-
istration is quite clear. They came up
and said there is nothing we are trying
to negotiate on 27 percent for dues.
They didn’t ask for that. Speaking to
the Secretary of State, I asked her
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about Assistant Secretary Bolton,
nominee for the United Nations post.
She assured me he shares the adminis-
tration’s view. The administration’s
view was sent to me in writing. It said
we ask you to extend for 2 more years
at the 27-percent number. There may
be negotiation in the future. But as re-
cently as an hour ago—although this
was not the subject matter, in my dis-
cussions with the Secretary of State—
no reference was made by me to anyone
in the administration that they were
desirous of having a stronger negotia-
tion in hand by keeping this at 25 per-
cent.

So it may turn out to be that. The
administration’s statement says—this
is Executive Office of the President, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, date
April 5, 2005:

Section 401 makes permanent the 27.1 per-
cent United Nations peacekeeping rate,
which is not consistent with the Administra-
tion’s request for a two year extension.

So they are asking for a 2-year exten-
sion. They didn’t want to make it per-
manent, but they asked for 2 years.
That is the only point I want to make.

Mr. SARBANES. What does the Sen-
ator’s amendment do?

Mr. BIDEN. My amendment does ex-
actly what the administration asks. I
thank the Senator for the additional 2
minutes.

Parliamentary inquiry: Tomorrow
the vote is set for 10, and I believe the
Senator from Delaware will have 2 or 3
minutes before the vote?

I thank my colleague. I yield the
floor. I see our friends are on the floor
to debate another substantive issue,
and I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. I will conclude at least
my portion of the debate by saying I
recognize the Senator from Delaware
does visit and works carefully with our
administration. I appreciate that. I
think it is important that America
present as united a voice and face to
the world as we can. I would just ob-
serve, pragmatically, that the adminis-
tration in my judgment would like to
have some latitude on an issue that has
divided the Senate as well as the coun-
try for some time.

I don’t think this is a monumental
subject. I think it is one that, clearly,
constructive people can resolve. My
hope is we can simply strike the peace-
keeping issue from the bill so that lati-
tude is available for whatever reform,
reconstruction, and debate the admin-
istration reformers may wish to have
at the U.N. in the coming months.

Having said this, I appreciate Sen-
ators staying with this debate. We un-
derstand another will be on the way
and there will be a short debate on this
issue at 10 o’clock or thereabouts to-
morrow, and then a vote on that issue
before we retire to see the distin-
guished leader from Ukraine.

I yield back my time.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I wish
to express my support for S. 600, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

State Department and Foreign Assist-
ance Authorization bill. I commend
Chairman LUGAR and Senator BIDEN for
their efforts to make the authorizing
role of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee real again, and to thank all
of my colleagues on the committee for
their hard work on this bill, which rep-
resents a strong bipartisan consensus
in favor of energetic, engaged diplo-
macy.

I am especially pleased that this bill
contains a number of provisions that I
authored, including a provision empha-
sizing the importance of supporting
press freedom in Ethiopia. Many of my
colleagues may be aware of the Govern-
ment of Ethiopia’s recent troubling de-
cision to expel representatives of the
National Democratic Institute, the
International Republican Institute,
and the International Foundation for
Election Systems from the country in
the lead-up to the May elections. But I
suspect fewer people know about the
Ethiopian Government’s well-estab-
lished pattern of suppressing the inde-
pendent press. According to the Com-
mittee to Protect Journalists, ‘‘in the
run-up to 2005 elections, the ruling
Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary
Democratic Front came under increas-
ing criticism from local journalists and
international media organizations for
its antagonism toward the country’s
private press. Authorities continued to
imprison journalists for their reporting
and to intimidate others into silence
on sensitive issues, such as government
infighting and Ethiopia’s tense rela-
tions with its neighbors. Throughout
2004, local journalists and international
press freedom groups petitioned the
Ethiopian government to revise a re-
pressive press bill, with little success.”
The United States-Ethiopian relation-
ship is an important and complex one.
American support for a truly free press
should be a part of it.

This bill also contains a provision I
authored encouraging a more focused
effort to combat impunity and build ju-
dicial capacity in the Democratic Re-
public of the Congo, Burundi, Rwanda,
and Uganda. In the eastern part of the
DRC, government troops and rebel
fighters have raped tens of thousands
of women and girls, but fewer than a
dozen perpetrators have been pros-
ecuted. The brutality of these crimes
and the staggering scale of the prob-
lem, which has gripped the region for
years without attracting adequate
international attention, demand jus-
tice. Similarly, impunity for brutal
crimes against civilians is the norm in
Burundi. But if Burundi’s peace process
is to deliver lasting stability and bring
an end to the horrifying violence that
keeps families afraid to sleep in their
homes at night, the international com-
munity must work to help create a
strong and independent judiciary in the
country. Rwanda continues to struggle
with the backlog of serious cases relat-
ing to the 2004 genocide, and in North-
ern Uganda, civilians are too often
trapped between the thugs of the Lords
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Resistance Army and a military pres-
ence that has not proven able or will-
ing to provide security or justice.
These problems are moral outrages,
but they are also destabilizing factors.
Over the long run, reasserting the rule
of law in Central Africa must be a part
of ending the cycle of conflict in the
region, and creating space for peaceful
development.

This bill also contains authorizing
language for the administration’s Glob-
al Peace Operations Initiative based on
language that I authored for the Afri-
can Contingency Operations Training
and Assistance program, or ACOTA,
which is subsumed in the Global Peace
Operations Initiative. This language
will ensure that Congress and the ad-
ministration have a shared set of un-
derstandings about the nature of this
program and about criteria for partici-
pation as we move forward with this ef-
fort to strengthen global capacity to
share the burden of difficult peace-
keeping missions. By clearly stating
that human rights standards and demo-
cratic governance are important fac-
tors in determining eligibility for par-
ticipation, and by explicitly calling for
outreach to civil society in partici-
pating countries, this language can
help build confidence in this important
program and avoid the mistakes of past
military assistance initiatives.

I know that the administration and
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
share my conviction that the global
fight against HIV/AIDS is one of the
most important and urgent issues of
our time. This bill contains an amend-
ment that I offered that supports ef-
forts to provide treatment to the mil-
lions infected with HIV, by requiring
full transparency regarding the price of
the HIV/AIDS drugs being purchased
with U.S. assistance under the auspices
of the President’s Emergency Plan for
AIDS Relief, or PEPFAR. Last year,
the GAO found that PEPFAR is pur-
chasing antiretroviral drugs that differ
in price by as much as $328 per person
per year from corresponding generic
drugs. Shining a light on what is being
accomplished with US taxpayer dollars
will help us all to determine if there
are responsible ways to stretch those
dollars further to save more lives. My
provision does not require that any
specific drugs—be they generic or
brand name—be purchased. It simply
requires reporting on what is pur-
chased and on how much it costs. I
have asked Ambassador Tobias in the
past directly about his support for this
kind of transparency, and he has as-
sured me that he absolutely supports
transparency. I firmly believe that this
kind of transparency is in everyone’s
interest, protecting taxpayers and sup-
porting AIDS relief efforts.

The bill also contains a provision I
authored related to Indonesia. This
provision simply requires the adminis-
tration to report to Congress on the
status of the ongoing investigation of
the murder of American citizens that
occurred on August 31, 2002 in Timika,
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Indonesia, before releasing funds for
certain military assistance programs
for Indonesia in 2006. As my colleagues
know, for the past two years Congress
has supported language restricting In-
donesia’s access to certain, very nar-
rowly defined types of military assist-
ance, pending a determination that the
Indonesian Government and military
are fully cooperating with the FBI in
the investigation of the murder of
American citizens that occurred on Au-
gust 31, 2002 in Timika, Indonesia. Sec-
retary Rice has made such a deter-
mination for the current fiscal year,
but this issue is by no means resolved.
The FBI considers this an ongoing in-
vestigation, and the FBI has not exon-
erated anyone. A number of questions
remain unanswered, and clearly other
conspirators were involved.

Most importantly, I believe that res-
olution of this case means that efforts
are made to hold those responsible for
the ambush accountable for their ac-
tions in a court of law. But even the
one individual indicted by the U.S. re-
mains at large, and has been neither
indicted nor arrested by Indonesian au-
thorities. It is important to keep Con-
gress apprised of ongoing cooperation
in this ongoing investigation, as this
case tells us a great deal about the con-
text in which our bilateral relationship
is moving forward. I look forward to re-
ceiving this report, and I certainly
hope that it will contain positive news
that will reinforce the United States-
Indonesian bilateral relationship.

This bill also contains the text of
several important measures that I have
cosponsored and strongly support. The
Global Pathogen Surveillance Act,
which will help strengthen inter-
national capacity to cope with the
threats of biological terrorism and in-
fectious disease, has been turned into a
title in this bill, and I commend Sen-
ator BIDEN for his excellent work on
this issue. Similarly, the Protection of
Vulnerable Populations during Human-
itarian Emergencies Act is also re-
flected in this larger authorization bill.
This provision will help place the U.S.
Government on a firmer footing to ad-
dress the special vulnerabilities of
women and children confronted by hu-
manitarian crisis. Once again, I com-
mend Senators BIDEN and LUGAR for
their efforts on this issue.

This bill is not perfect. Reflecting
the administration’s budget request,
this bill cuts the Development Assist-
ance, Child Survival, and International
Organizations and Programs accounts
in order to dramatically increase the
budget of the Office of Transition Ini-
tiatives. But the administration ac-
knowledges that OTI will not actually
administer this new money. The rea-
soning behind this request is to give
the administration more flexibility
with four very different countries—
Haiti, Sudan, Afghanistan, and Ethi-
opia. While I am sympathetic to the
need for flexibility in these important
countries, I am also alarmed at essen-
tially putting the entire foreign aid
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budget for these countries in an ac-
count that does not operate under the
rules and restrictions that apply to
other types of foreign assistance. I am
also concerned about the likely con-
sequences for OTI itself, which has
never handled a budget of more than
$50 million and was always intended to
be a small, highly flexible, very special
entity. I urge my colleagues to con-
sider these provisions carefully and to
oppose this blank check approach to
foreign assistance.

Overall this bill is a vitally impor-
tant step toward placing the congres-
sional role in foreign policy on a more
serious footing. When we consider the
stakes in world affairs; when we con-
sider the potential for the developing
world’s vast youthful populations to
grow into allies rather than resentful
enemies, when we consider the poten-
tial for increased international co-
operation in fighting terrorism, we can
see that our constituents and future
generations stand to gain a great deal
from getting foreign policy right. At
the very least, we need to start by tak-
ing these issues seriously, authorizing
important activities and programs, and
giving important initiatives the sup-
port they deserve.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The

APPOINTMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276h-276k, as
amended, appoints the following Sen-
ator as Chair of the Senate Delegation
to the Mexico-U.S. Interparliamentary
Group during the 109th Congress: the
Senator from Texas, Mr. CORNYN.

———

FRANK PERDUE

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
want to acknowledge the passing of a
great Marylander, Frank Perdue, Sr.,
who helped build the poultry industry
on the Eastern Shore, a leading entre-
preneur, a philanthropist. He passed
away of Parkinson’s disease a few days
ago.

Born in Parsonburg, on the Eastern
Shore of Maryland, Frank Perdue grew
up working in his family’s egg busi-
ness—collecting and cleaning eggs
from childhood. But Frank Perdue was
determined to take the family business
to another level—and it was his tre-
mendous capacity for hard work that
did just that. When Perdue said, “It
takes a tough man to make a tender
chicken,” America listened, and Frank
Perdue became both a savvy business-
man and a cultural icon. Today Perdue
Farms employs more than 20,000 people
across America and has annual sales of
about $3 billion.

S3195

I am proud to work have worked with
Frank Perdue—and now with his son
Jim Perdue—to fight for fair trade
policies that enable Maryland chicken
producers to export around the world.

As Frank Perdue’s business soared,
he worked to bring Maryland with him.
He became a great benefactor to Salis-
bury University, establishing the
Perdue School of Business with a gen-
erous gift. Once a college baseball play-
er and always a baseball fan, Frank
Perdue brought the Delmarva
Shorebirds to Salisbury in 1996, and
then built the team and the Eastern
Shore community a stadium. It is for
both his business sense and his philan-
thropic heart that I salute him today.

Frank Perdue and I came from dif-
ferent ends of the political spectrum.
Yet we both believed that the best so-
cial program is a job—and that we
must give help to those who practice
self-help. We joked that we should do
an ad for a group we both support—we
would say—we’re two tough birds from
the right wing and the left wing—but
we both support this tender cause.

Today as we grieve the loss of one of
Maryland’s finest, Frank Perdue, we
send our thoughts and prayers to his
family and his many friends and col-
leagues.

———

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

STAFF SERGEANT SHANE KOELE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today I speak in remembrance of an
Iowan who has died in service to his
country. A member of the 212th Mili-
tary Police Company, SSG Shane Koele
died on the 16th of March from injuries
sustained when his military vehicle ran
over a land mine the day before near
Shindand, Afghanistan. He was 25 years
old and is survived by a wife, Cheryl, a
young daughter, Kiley, a mother, Mary
Donnenwerth, a father, Keith Koele,
and two sisters.

Staff Sergeant Koele grew up in
Hartley, IA, and graduated in 1998 from
Hartley-Melvin-Sanborn High School.
He attended college at Northwestern
College and Wayne State before joining
the Army. After serving in Iraq for 6
months in 2003, Shane returned home
to get married. He was sent to Afghani-
stan on March 13, 2005.

SSG Shane Koele is remembered by
family and friends as a true hero.
President Ronald Reagan once said,
“Those who say that we’re in a time
when there are no heroes, they just
don’t know where to look.” Today, we
don’t have to look far. We have only to
remember with pride SSG Shane Koele
and all those who have died in coura-
geous service to their country. As his
family and friends grieve their loss, I
can only offer my prayers and my grat-
itude.

———

CHILD LABOR

HARKIN. Mr. President, it is
extreme disappointment that I

Mr.
with
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come to the floor today. This week the
New York Times ran a story detailing
a recent agreement signed between
Wal-Mart Stores and the Department
of Labor. Wal-Mart was fined just over
$135,000 for 24 child labor violations
that occurred in New Hampshire, Ar-
kansas, and Connecticut. One of the
most egregious violations involved a
boy who injured his thumb while using
a chain saw to cut Christmas trees.
Others were operating cardboard balers
and chain saws, which are illegal for
anyone under the age of 18 to work on.
The $135,000 figure is a paltry figure
that demonstrates DOL’s lax enforce-
ment policy. A $135,000 penalty against
a company the size of Wal-Mart has the
same financial impact as a 40-cent pen-
alty for a million-dollar company. DOL
has sent American companies a mes-
sage with this settlement: violators of
child labor laws needn’t worry about
child labor, even if they are caught.

Beyond this minimal fining of Wal-
Mart, the Labor Department recently
released new regulations that place
young workers at greater risk of seri-
ous injuries. The new regulations are
the first since the May 2002 release of a
report detailing dozens of deficiencies
in our Nation’s child labor laws. The
report, published by NIOSH, rec-
ommended over 40 changes in child
labor laws to better protect America’s
employed youth from dangerous jobs
and equipment. Since the 2002 release,
it is estimated that more than 600,000
child workers have been injured in the
United States. Among the disappoint-
ments in the new regulations, fast food
restaurants can now employ 14- and 15-
year-olds to operate deep fryers and
grills that are cooled to 100 degrees
Fahrenheit. According to NIOSH, how-
ever, half of all burn injuries among
child laborers occur in fast food res-
taurants. In another regulatory
change, 16- and 17-year-olds are now al-
lowed to load paper balers and compac-
tors that meet specified safety stand-
ards. Since 1954, children under the age
of 18 have been prohibited from any
contact with these machines. As with
cooking, compliance with this standard
will require vigilance by employers
who put youth in contact with these
machines. Unfortunately, the Labor
Department requires no specific train-
ing for young workers under these new
regulations. Issuing regulations that
sometimes allow exposure to certain
machines, equipment, and hot surfaces,
but not to others, is confusing both to
workers and employers. It is bound to
result in young workers being exposed
to greater dangers. Additionally, young
workers still work at dangerous
heights, on tractors, in pesticide han-
dling, and in exposure to lead and sili-
ca. These hazards and more are recog-
nized in the NIOSH report but have yet
to be addressed by the Labor Depart-
ment.

Sadly, this is not the first instance of
Wal-Mart employing dangerous and il-
legal child labor. In March 2000, the
State of Maine fined the company
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$205,650 for violations of child labor
laws in every one of its 20 stores in the
State. In January 2004, a weeklong in-
ternal audit of 128 stores found 1,371 in-
stances in which minors worked too
late at night, during school hours, or
for too many hours in a day. In the
most recent fine levied against Wal-
Mart, the average fine per violation is
approximately just $5,600. This is about
half of DOL’s maximum penalty of
$11,000 per violation. Wal-Mart banks
$285 billion in annual sales. This is not
what one would classify a financial
hardship.

The most disturbing part of Wal-
Mart’s settlement with the Labor De-
partment is not even the small and in-
significant fines, however. The dis-
tressing part of the agreement are the
special favors handed out to Wal-Mart.
The agreement, which was signed on
January 6, was not even made public
until now. It took a reporter to ques-
tion officials about concerns raised by
several DOL employees that the agree-
ment gave Wal-Mart special favors.
Those employees have remained anony-
mous, however, due to their fear of re-
taliation.

What special favors were given to
Wal-Mart? First off, DOL promises to
give the retailer 15 days’ notice prior
to any ‘‘wage and hour” investigation,
like failure to pay minimum wage or
overtime. As my colleagues will recall,
I have tried for the past year to get the
Department of Labor to reverse their
damning new overtime provisions
which stripped overtime pay benefits
from thousands of American workers.
This administration’s Labor Depart-
ment continues to stand opposed to re-
specting worker rights, child labor
rights, and overtime rights. But Wal-
Mart is really their perfect ally, since
they do not allow their workers to
unionize. DOL’s cozying up to Wal-
Mart is outrageous and completely un-
acceptable. By doling out these special
privileges, worker rights in America
are taking a giant leap backwards.

The degree to which the current ad-
ministration has relaxed worker rights
should not be seen in a partisan light.
Elizabeth Dole, U.S. Secretary of Labor
in the first President Bush administra-
tion, launched a crackdown amidst
record levels of reported child labor
law violations in America in 1990. She
reminded all Americans that ‘‘the chil-
dren of America are our future. The
Department of Labor will do every-
thing within its power to protect chil-
dren against those who violate our
child labor laws. The first step in this
process is to reassess our fine structure
and take immediate action to step up
enforcement.”” This was the view of a
previous Republican Department of
Labor. Sadly, we have regressed.

According to John R. Fraser, who
was our Government’s top wage official
under the first President Bush and
President Clinton, said the advance-no-
tice provision was unusual. Quoting
Mr. Fraser from the New York Times
article:
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Giving the company 15 days’ notice of any
investigation is very unusual. The language
appears to go beyond child labor allegations
and cover all wage and hour allegations. It
appears to put Wal-Mart in a privileged posi-
tions that to my knowledge no other employ
has.

And an anonymous DOL employee,
who is a 20-year veteran of the Depart-
ment’s Wage and Hour Division, said
“with child labor cases involving the
use of hazardous machinery, why give
15 days’ notice before we can do an in-
vestigation? What’s the rationale?”’

I don’t know what the rationale is,
Mr. President. There is no viable ex-
cuse for this agreement. It flies in the
face of our labor laws. It seems more
than coincidental that this Labor De-
partment which has taken away over-
time pay is now coming close to re-
warding a corporation for doing the
same. Is it mere coincidence also, then,
that Wal-Mart gives more money to
the Republican Party than any other
corporation in America? Wal-Mart’s
political action committee, the biggest
company PAC in America, gave Repub-
licans 81 percent of its $1.3 million in
donations in the past 2 years, the high-
est proportion of any of the top 25 cor-
porate PACs, according to
PoliticalMoneyLine, a nonpartisan
Washington-based group.

Wal-Mart’s top three managers each
gave the maximum individual con-
tribution of $2,000 to President Bush’s
campaign last year and Jay Allen, vice
president for corporate affairs went one
step further. He raised at least $100,000
to reelect the President, earning him
the Bush campaign’s designation of
“Pioneer.” I bet he had to work some
overtime to fit that into his busy
schedule.

It is often said that money buys in-
fluence in Washington, DC. I certainly
hope that is not the case here. I would
hope that just because Wal-Mart gives
so heavily to the Republican Party
they are not given special favors by our
Republican President. So Mr. Presi-
dent, I urge the Department of Labor
to rethink this agreement. How can
child labor be investigated if compa-
nies are given 2 weeks’ advance notice?
Of course they will clean up their act
temporarily, but what is to stop them
from again regressing into their illegal
ways? Nothing. There is no incentive.
This agreement was completely unwar-
ranted and should be reversed at the
earliest possible time.

———

NORTH CAROLINA TAR HEELS
MEN’S BASKETBALL TEAM

Mrs. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise
today to congratulate the University of
North Carolina Tar Heels men’s bas-
ketball team on their national cham-
pionship. This is the fourth NCAA Divi-
sion I title for this storied program and
a well deserved finish to an amazing
season.

Now, I know some of you are won-
dering . . . Yes, I am a Duke graduate
and a Duke fan, and as you know, Duke
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and North Carolina have one of the
most legendary rivalries in the nation.
That being said, I truly have been be-
hind this team—I even wore Carolina
blue to several events in North Caro-
lina last week to show my support!

On Monday night, the Tar Heels de-
feated the Illinois Fighting Illini 75-70
in a remarkable display of teamwork
and talent. Led by the performance of
Raymond Felton and Sean May, the
Tar Heels played strong basketball on
both ends of the court. They were able
to make critical baskets when the
game was on the line and played tena-
cious defense that stifled their oppo-
nent. With this victory, this year’s Tar
Heel team has solidified its place in
college basketball history alongside
Carolina greats such as Michael Jordan
and James Worthy.

Roy Williams, who returned to his
home state and alma mater just two
years ago, earned his first title and
demonstrated once again why he is one
of the best coaches in college basket-
ball. Under his leadership, this group of
talented young men developed into
truly great players with heart and de-
termination.

The Tar Heels’ Sean May was named
most outstanding player in the Final
Four for his dominant scoring and re-
bounding. Sean finished an incredible
season with 26 points and 10 rebounds
against Illinois.

This year started with great expecta-
tions as the Tar Heels were picked as
the pre-season #1 team by Sports Illus-
trated. However, in recent years, such
impressive rankings were not always
the case. Seniors on this Tar Heel team
faced great adversity early in their ca-
reers as they fought to overcome a dis-
appointing 8-20 season their freshman
year. Still, these players were deter-
mined to work hard to become a better
team. And did they ever. Just 4 years
later, these young men completed an
incredible turnaround and are now able
to call themselves national champions.

Today is a proud day for Coach Wil-
liams, his terrific players and the state
of North Carolina. College basketball is
a special tradition for so many North
Carolinians. It is a pastime shared
from generation to generation and
amongst neighbors and friends. It’s
what so many folks chat about at the
grocery store, before class, over dinner,
and after church. We are so proud of
the North Carolina Tar Heels’ accom-
plishments this season and delighted
that they gave us yet another memory
to talk about for years to come.

I yield the floor.

———

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS MEN’S
BASKETBALL SEASON

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, Monday
night in Saint Louis a dream season
came to an end. The University of Illi-
nois was defeated for only the second
time this season as they fell to the
University of North Carolina Tar
Heels. But as painful as the loss was, it
does not detract from a remarkable
season.
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Head coach Bruce Weber and his
I1lini should know there is nothing to
be disappointed about. As much as I
would have enjoyed seeing the Illini
conclude their remarkable run with an
NCAA championship, there is no doubt-
ing what the Illini have accomplished.
The team tied an NCAA record with 37
victories. They made the first cham-
pionship game appearance in the
school’s 100-year basketball history.
They won regular-season and con-
ference tournament Big 10 champion-
ships and were ranked first overall in
the Associated Press poll since early in
the season.

If I could pick one word to describe
the Illini this season, it would be
‘“team.” Rarely has a group of young
men worked together as well as the
Illini has. After Illinois defeated Louis-
ville 72 to 57 on Saturday evening, Lou-
isville head coach Rick Pitino said, “‘I
don’t know if they necessarily had the
greatest talent I've seen from a Final
Four, but they’re the best team I've
seen in some time.”

The Illini are the ultimate team, and
that is the ultimate compliment to
coach Weber and his players.

Every man on the floor was capable
of leading the team to victory, whether
it was guards Dee Brown, Luther Head
or Deron Williams, or forwards James
Augustine or Roger Powell. Yet Illinois
plays within head coach Bruce Weber’s
system and doesn’t allow ego, personal
statistical goals, or anything else to
disrupt their teamwork.

Unfortunately, they came up short
against North Carolina. But the State
of Illinois is proud of their Illini. An
orange hue has been cast across the
State as Illinoisans got behind the
team for their NCAA tournament run.
So many people have enjoyed this tour-
nament and they won’t soon forget
where they were when the Illini
shocked Arizona, or when Roger Powell
slam-dunked the rebound from his own
three-point shot against Louisville.

I would like to congratulate B. Jo-
seph White, who became the Univer-
sity’s 16th president on January 31 of
this year, and the administration, fac-
ulty, staff, student body, and fans of
the University of Illinois on making it
to the championship game of the 2005
NCAA tournament.

To the coaches, Illini players, and
their families, thanks for the memo-
ries. Thanks for showing us what team-
work is all about.

———
HONORING ARLEN LANCASTER

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor a longtime staff mem-
ber who is moving onto a new and ex-
citing work challenge. Arlen Lancaster
has been a valued member of my staff
since the start of my first term in the
Senate in 1999. He is leaving my staff
to become the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Congressional Relations at
the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Arlen joined my staff as a legislative
correspondent and worked his way
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through two promotions. He now serves
as senior policy adviser, covering agri-
culture, conservation, rural develop-
ment, energy and the Idaho National
Laboratory, natural resources and pub-
lic lands, defense as well as serving as
the staff director of the Agriculture
Subcommittee on Forestry, Conserva-
tion and Rural Revitalization. Arlen
was instrumental in the work that I
have done regarding the conservation
title in the 2002 farm bill and shep-
herding the historic Healthy Forest
Restoration Act through Congress.

While Arlen’s family hails from the
Burley area in my home State of Idaho,
he lived in many areas due to his fa-
ther’s work with the U.S. Air Force. He
attended high school and college in
Utah, graduating with a political
science degree from the University of
Utah. He is definitely a Westerner at
heart and his work for me has bene-
fited many in Idaho.

On a personal note, Arlen was great
to work with. He is decisive, insightful
and innovative. His easy-going person-
ality and sense of humor permeated all
that he did in his public service for the
people of Idaho and the United States.
He provided a certain spark to my of-
fice. In fact, he sparked so much with
another LA that they will be getting
married this summer and Arlen and
Staci have my best wishes for a long,
happy life together.

I am excited by Arlen’s new chal-
lenge at USDA and know he is well up
to the task. Although I won’t have the
same opportunity to work with him on
a daily basis, I look forward to our new
working relationship and Arlen’s con-
tinuing successes. His extensive knowl-
edge of agriculture, natural resources
and other policy issues will serve Arlen
well in his new capacity.

———————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

LIEUTENANT COLONEL ANTONIO
R. BAINES

e Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to an excep-
tional officer in the United States
Army, Lieutenant Colonel Antonio R.
Baines, upon his retirement after more
than 20 years of distinguished service.
Throughout his career, Colonel Baines
has personified the Army values of
duty, integrity, and selfless service
across the many missions the Army
provides in defense of our Nation. As a
Congressional Legislative Liaison Offi-
cer in the office of the Secretary of the
Army, many of us on Capitol Hill have
enjoyed the opportunity to work with
Lieutenant Colonel Baines on a wide
variety of Army issues and programs,
and it is my privilege to recognize his
many accomplishments. I commend his
superb service to the United States
Army and this great Nation.
Lieutenant Colonel Antonio R.
Baines, the son of Mr. Albert and Yo-
landa Baines of Jonesboro, GA, at-
tended high school in Hephzibah, GA,
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and was commissioned as a second lieu-
tenant in the Signal Corps after grad-
uating from North Georgia College in
1984. His first assignment was as the
Battalion Signal Officer for the 6th
Battalion, 37th Field Artillery, 2nd In-
fantry Division in Korea. He has served
in multiple assignments within the
United States, including two tours at
Ft. Gordon, GA, and notably as the
Signal Officer for 1st Squadron, 9th
U.S. Calvary Regiment at Fort Lewis,
WA, and the 82nd Aviation Brigade,
82nd Airborne Division at Fort Bragg,
NC. Lieutenant Colonel Baines served
two tours in Europe as the Signal Offi-
cer for the 3rd Battalion, 34th Armor
Regiment in Stuttgart, Germany, and
deployed to South West Asia as part of
Operations Desert Shield and Desert
Storm. Later as the Assistant Division
Signal Officer for the 1st Infantry Divi-
sion in Wurzburg, he again deployed to
Bosnia-Herzegovina. As a signaler,
Lieutenant Colonel Baines excelled in
a wide variety of leadership and staff
assignments to include Platoon Leader,
Battalion Adjutant, Company Com-
mander, Brigade Adjutant and Bat-
talion Executive Officer.

In 1999, Lieutenant Colonel Baines
was selected to be a Force Develop-
ment Officer with assignment to the
Pentagon. He served on the G-3 and G-
8 staff as the Army’s Systems Inte-
grator for all tactical radios systems.
He was subsequently selected as a Con-
gressional Legislative Liaison Officer
in the office of the Secretary of the
Army, Congressional Legislative Liai-
son, Programs Division from June 2001
through June 2005.

Lieutenant Colonel Baines main-
tained constant liaison with the Pro-
fessional Staff Members of the Senate
and House Armed Services Committees
on issues relating to Army Procure-
ment programs focusing on Army Re-
search, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Information Technology, and Am-
munition Procurement. In 2003, Lieu-
tenant Colonel Baines was selected to
be the team chief of the hardware sec-
tion of the Programs Division.

Throughout these assignments, Lieu-
tenant Colonel Baines provided out-
standing leadership, advice, and sound
professional judgment on numerous
critical issues of enduring importance
to both the Army and Congress. Anto-
nio’s actions and counsel were invalu-
able to Army leaders and Members of
Congress as they considered the impact
of important issues. On behalf of Con-
gress and the United States of Amer-
ica, I thank Colonel Baines, his wife
Peggy, and his entire family for the
commitment, sacrifices, and contribu-
tion that they have made throughout
his honorable military career. Con-
gratulations on completing an excep-
tional and extremely successful ca-
reer.e

e ——
TRIBUTE TO ADMIRAL CARLISLE
A.H. TROST, U.S. NAVY, RETIRED

e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to ADM Carlisle
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A.H. Trost, U.S. Navy, Retired, as he
steps down after 17 faithful, diligent,
and honorable years as the chairman of
the board of directors of the George
and Carol Olmsted Foundation of Falls
Church, VA. In years past it was a
privilege to have worked closely with
both George Olmsted and Admiral
Trost.

Admiral Trost, who ascended to the
position of Chief of Naval Operations
during his long and distinguished ca-
reer as a naval officer, offered his serv-
ices first as a director, then as chair-
man of the board, of the prestigious
Olmsted Foundation. Demonstrating a
vital understanding of this complex
world, he led the foundation in its ex-
panding role to educate young, tal-
ented, and dedicated military officers
in learning foreign languages and in
understanding foreign cultures through
the awarding of scholarships to study
overseas for 2 years. With our military
deployed for wars in over 100 countries
across the globe, the importance of
having officers imbued with the cul-
tural sensitivities and language capa-
bilities provided by this special edu-
cation is essential. Thanks to Admiral
Trost’s innate understanding of the im-
portance of the training provided to
Olmsted scholars and his visionary
leadership, the number of scholars
studying annually doubled and the
foundation’s endowment increased dra-
matically.

Admiral Trost also established the
Tri-Service Academy Cadet and Mid-
shipman Overseas Travel and Cultural
Immersion Program at our three serv-
ice academies in 2001. He later ex-
tended this important training and
educational program to the three Serv-
ice Reserve Officer Training Com-
mands, ROTC, and the six senior mili-
tary colleges, title 10 schools. Admiral
Trost graduated from the Naval Acad-
emy in 1953, where he was first in his
class of 9256 midshipmen. He went on to
become an Olmsted Scholar in 1960,
studying in the German language at
the University of Freiburg from 1960 to
1962. From there he had a most success-
ful tour as a submarine officer, eventu-
ally commanding the blue crew of the
nuclear-powered ballistic missile sub-
marine, USS Sam Rayburn, SSBN 635.

As a young captain, he was selected
by his superiors to serve as a naval
aide to the Under Secretary and, later,
Secretary of the Navy. It was my good
fortune to have served in these posi-
tions and to have learned from this
great teacher, peer, and life-long
friend. Whether as a submarine group
commander, a numbered fleet com-
mander, Commander of the Atlantic
Fleet, or as Chief of Naval Operations,
Admiral Trost always served his coun-
try with honor and dignity.

Admiral Trost has provided out-
standing leadership, advice, and sound
professional judgment on many critical
issues and at many key levels of deci-
sion making for both the Navy and the
Nation. Indeed, his actions and wise
counsel over the years have been of en-
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during importance to the U.S. Con-
gress. Though he is a modest man, he
truly is an extraordinary individual
and leader who has contributed so
much to this country and the cause of
freedom. He has been dedicated fully to
mission accomplishment, education,
leadership, and professionalism in the
highest traditions of the American
spirit.e

———

HONORING THIRTY YEARS FOR
R.J. VIAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

e Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, every
session in Congress, we spend a large
amount of time discussing education in
this country. Debates range from ac-
countability to school construction to
teacher recruitment. While our discus-
sions are of the utmost importance, it
is the implementation of our decisions
by individuals within the education
system that changes how our children
learn. Today, I honor an elementary
school in Paradis, LA that has served
as an example of a great school that is
achieving the goals we set forth in
these halls.

R.J. Vial Elementary School will
turn 30 years old this Friday, April 8th.
There will be festivities and celebra-
tions for students, alumni, teachers,
administrators, and parents. But I
would like to take a minute to talk
about the real celebration of this
school. In the past 5 years, R.J. Vial
Elementary School has steadily in-
creased the number of students passing
the LEAP 21 test in all four areas that
the test covers. R.J. Vial is clearly
meeting its mission of developing re-
spectful, lifelong learners. That is what
I would like to celebrate today in the
United States Senate.

In the April 2005 Community News-
letter of R.J. Vial Elementary School,
Principal Frederick A. Treuting wrote,
“Our greatest and perhaps only truly
effective discipline tool is a strong re-
lationship that bonds us to our chil-
dren.” Principal Treuting could not be
more correct. If we are to succeed in
educating our children to the best of
our ability, we must reach out to them
and work to raise academic achieve-
ment in our public schools by putting
the priority on performance instead of
process, delivering results instead of
developing rules, and on actively en-
couraging bold reform instead of pas-
sively tolerating failure.

At 510 Louisiana Street in Paradis,
LA, R.J. Vial Elementary School is al-
ready doing these things and because of
that, has become one of the finest
schools in the state of Louisiana. There
is no greater investment we can in our
future than in the education of our
children. I commend the hard work of
all the people who have and currently
work at and with R.J. Vial Elementary
School; you are giving the best gift you
can to our youth. It has been said that
it takes a village to raise a child, so we
must all work together to see that we
educate our children to the best of our
ability. And to the students, both past
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and present, of R.J. Vial, I offer my
congratulations. Because of your ef-
forts in the classroom for the past thir-
ty years, R.J. Vial Elementary School
has become the beacon of success that
it is today.

Happy Birthday, R.J. Vial Elemen-
tary School! My heartfelt congratula-
tions to all involved with the school,
and best wishes to another great 30
years.®

HONORING POPE JOHN PAUL II

e Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I was
unable to be present for today’s vote
honoring His Holiness, Pope John Paul
II. At the time of the vote, I was in
Colorado attending my father-in-law’s
funeral service. Having been an origi-
nal cosponsor of the resolution, I would
have supported the measure if present.

As we mourn the passage of Pope
John Paul II, we also pause to reflect
on the many blessings his life bestowed
upon the world, This great man was
not only a defender of his faith, but of
the weakest and most vulnerable
among us. He will be remembered,
without doubt, as one of the most sig-
nificant and influential figures of the
20th Century. His influence tran-
scended the Roman Catholic Church
and has had an impact on everyone’s
relationship with the Creator. I hum-
bly pay my respects and honor the leg-
acy that he leaves behind.e®

———

NICOLE WAYANT AND CORMAC
O’CONNOR

e Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
congratulate and honor two young
Kansas students who have achieved na-
tional recognition for exemplary vol-
unteer service in their communities.
Nicole Wayant of Topeka, KS, and
Cormac O’Connor of Prairie Village,
KS, have just been named State Hon-
orees in The 2005 Prudential Spirit of
Community Awards program, an an-
nual honor conferred on only one high
school student and one middle-level
student in each State, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Ms. Wayant is being recognized for
creating a youth health council to pro-
mote the benefits of an active, healthy
lifestyle among the students in her
school district.

Mr. O’Connor is being recognized for
implementing an intergenerational
arts program that brought senior citi-
zens and at-risk children together for
classes in visual arts, movements, the-
ater and jazz.

In light of numerous statistics that
indicate Americans today are less in-
volved in their communities than they
once were, it is vital that we encourage
and support the kind of selfless con-
tributions these young people have
made. People of all ages need to think
more about how we, as individual citi-
zens, can work together at the local
level to ensure the health and vitality
of our towns and neighborhoods. Young
volunteers like Ms. Wayant and Mr.
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O’Connor are inspiring examples to all
of us, and are among our brightest
hopes for a better tomorrow.

The program that brought these
young role models to our attention—
The Prudential Spirit of Community
Awards—was created by Prudential Fi-
nancial in partnership with the Na-
tional Association of Secondary School
Principals in 1995 to impress upon all
youth volunteers that their contribu-
tions are critically important and
highly valued, and to inspire other
young people to follow their example.
Over the past 10 years, the program has
become the Nation’s largest youth rec-
ognition effort based solely on commu-
nity service, with more than 170,000
young people participating since its in-
ception.

Ms. Wayant and Mr. O’Connor should
be extremely proud to have been sin-
gled out from such a large group of
dedicated volunteers. As part of their
recognition, they will come to Wash-
ington in early May, along with other
2005 Spirit of Community honorees
from across the country, for several
days of special events, including a con-
gressional breakfast on Capitol Hill.
While here in Washington, 10 will be
named America’s top youth volunteers
of the year by a distinguished national
selection committee.

I applaud Ms. Wayant and Mr. O’Con-
nor for their initiative in seeking to
make their communities better places
to live, and for the positive impact
they have had on the lives of others. I
also salute the other young people in
my State who were named Distin-
guished Finalists by The Prudential
Spirit of Community Awards for their
outstanding volunteer service. They
are Shawn Bryant of Leavenworth, KS;
Brad Harris of Saint Paul, KS; Amanda
Knox of Clifton, KS; and Creighton
Olsen of Larned, KS.

All of these young people have dem-
onstrated a level of commitment and
accomplishment that is truly extraor-
dinary in today’s world and they de-
serve our sincere admiration and re-
spect. Their actions show that young
Americans can—and do—play impor-
tant roles in their communities, and
that America’s community spirit con-
tinues to hold tremendous promise for
the future.®

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-1454. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report covering defense arti-
cles and services that were licensed for ex-
port under section 38 of the Arms Export
Control Act during Fiscal Year 2004; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1455. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to the Taiwan Rela-
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tions Act; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

EC-1456. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, the report
of the texts and background statements of
international agreements, other than trea-
ties; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1457. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, the report
of the texts and background statements of
international agreements, other than trea-
ties; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1458. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report required under the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 relative to U.S.
Government departments and agencies relat-
ing to the prevention of nuclear proliferation
between January 1 and December 31, 2004; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1459. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, Department of Jus-
tice, transmitting, pursuant to law, the Re-
port of the Attorney General relative to the
Foreign Agents Registration Act for the six-
month period ending December 31, 2003; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1460. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Political-
Military Affairs, received on March 28, 2005;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1461. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Political-
Military Affairs, received on March 28, 2005;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1462. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Non-
proliferation, received on March 28, 2005; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1463. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Non-
proliferation, received on March 28, 2005; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1464. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Non-
proliferation, received on March 28, 2005; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1465. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Legisla-
tive Affairs, received on March 28, 2005; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1466. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Legisla-
tive Affairs, received on March 28, 2005; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1467. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Legisla-
tive Affairs, received on March 28, 2005; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
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EC-1468. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Legisla-
tive Affairs, received on March 28, 2005; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1469. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
national Narcotics and Law Enforcement Af-
fairs, received on March 28, 2005; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1470. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
national Narcotics and Law Enforcement Af-
fairs, received on March 28, 2005; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1471. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Inspector General, received on March 28,
2005; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1472. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Inspector General, received on March 28,
2005; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1473. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Inspector General, received on March 28,
2005; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1474. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for European
and Eurasian Affairs, received on March 28,
2005; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1475. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for European
and Eurasian Affairs, received on March 28,
2005; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1476. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for European
and Eurasian Affairs, received on March 28,
2005; to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1477. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, received on March
28, 2005; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-1478. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, received on March
28, 2005; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-1479. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, received on March
28, 2005; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-1480. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
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partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, received on March
28, 2005; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-1481. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Democ-
racy, Human Rights and Labor, received on
March 28, 2005; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations .

EC-1482. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Democ-
racy, Human Rights and Labor, received on
March 28, 2005; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations .

EC-1483. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Democ-
racy, Human Rights and Labor, received on
March 28, 2005; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations .

EC-1484. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Diplo-
matic Security, received on March 28, 2005;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1485. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Assistant Secretary of State for Diplo-
matic Security, received on March 28, 2005;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1486. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Under Secretary of State for Economic,
Business and Agricultural Affairs, received
on March 28, 2005; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC-1487. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Under Secretary of State for Management,
received on March 28, 2005; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

EC-1488. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Under Secretary of State for Management,
received on March 28, 2005; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

EC-1489. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Under Secretary of State for Political Af-
fairs, received on March 28, 2005; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1490. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Under Secretary of State for Political Af-
fairs, received on March 28, 2005; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1491. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a vacancy in the position
of Under Secretary of State for Political Af-
fairs, received on March 28, 2005; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BURNS:

S. 696. A bill to amend the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 regarding
the transfer of students from certain schools;
to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. OBAMA (for himself and Mr.
INOUYE):

S. 697. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to improve higher edu-
cation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG:

S. 698. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on methacrylamido etheleneurae mon-
omer; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG:

S. 699. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on allyl ureido monomer; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG:

S. 700. A bill to reduce temporarily the
duty on potassium sorbate; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG:

S. 701. A bill to reduce temporarily the
duty on certain sorbic acid (hexadienic acid)
(2,4-hexadienoic acid); to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.
BUNNING, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. TALENT,
and Mr. CRAIG):

S. 702. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the occupational
taxes relating to distilled spirits, wine, and
beer; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. ENSIGN (for himself and Mr.
REID):

S. 703. A bill to provide for the conveyance
of certain Bureau of Land Management land
in the State of Nevada to the Las Vegas
Motor Speedway, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. MARTINEZ:

S. 704. A bill to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2006 for voluntary contribu-
tions on a grant basis to the Organization of
American States (OAS) to establish a Center
for Caribbean Basin Trade and to establish a
skills-based training program for Caribbean
Basin countries; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

By Mr. SARBANES:

S. 705. A bill to establish the Interagency
Council on Meeting the Housing and Service
Needs of Seniors, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. COLEMAN:

S. 706. A bill to convey all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the
land described in this Act to the Secretary of
the Interior for the Prairie Island Indian
Community in Minnesota; to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself and
Mr. DODD):

S. 707. A bill to reduce preterm labor and
delivery and the risk of pregnancy-related
deaths and complications due to pregnancy,
and to reduce infant mortality caused by
prematurity; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr.
SMITH):

S. 708. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide medicare
beneficiaries with access to information con-
cerning the quality of care provided by
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skilled nursing facilities and to provide in-
centives to skilled nursing facilities to im-
prove the quality of care provided by those
facilities by linking the amount of payment
under the medicare program to quality re-
porting and performance requirements, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. REED,

Mr. BURR, and Mr. DODD):

S. 709. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to establish a grant program to
provide supportive services in permanent
supportive housing for chronically homeless
individuals, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Mr.
LUGAR, and Mr. BINGAMAN):

S. 710. A bill to amend titles XIX and XXI
of the Social Security Act to provide States
with the option to expand or add coverage of
pregnant women under the medicaid and
State children’s health insurance programs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, and Mr. STEVENS):

S. 711. A bill to amend the Methane Hy-
drate Research and Development Act of 2000
to reauthorize that Act and to promote the
research, identification, assessment, explo-
ration, and development of methane hydrate
resources; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. LoTT, and Mr. COCH-
RAN):

S. 712. A bill to require a study and report
regarding the designation of a new interstate
route from Augusta, Georgia to Natchez,
Mississippi; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

———————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. REID,
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
SANTORUM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. AKAKA,
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. ALLARD, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BAYH, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. BoOND, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BURNS,
Mr. BURR, Mr. BYRD, Ms. CANTWELL,

Mr. CARPER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
COBURN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. COLEMAN,
Ms. CoOLLINS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr.

CORNYN, Mr. CORZINE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. DEMINT, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. DobpD, Mrs. DOLE, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. ENSIGN,
Mr. ENZI, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. GREGG, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. HARKIN,
Mr. HATCH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. KYL,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN,
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NELSON of
Florida, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr.
OBAMA, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REED, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
SALAZAR, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
SMITH, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. SUNUNU,
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Mr. TALENT, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. THUNE,
Mr. VITTER, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. WAR-
NER, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. Res. 95. A resolution relating to the
death of the Holy Father, Pope John Paul II;
considered and agreed to.

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr.
COBURN):

S. Res. 96. A resolution commemorating
the tenth anniversary of the attack on the
Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 8

At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) and the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. WARNER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 8, a bill to amend title
18, United States Code, to prohibit tak-
ing minors across State lines in cir-
cumvention of laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions.

S. 35

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 35, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the
credit for production of electricity
from wind.

S. 43

At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
43, a bill to provide certain enhance-
ments to the Montgomery GI Bill Pro-
gram for certain individuals who serve
as members of the Armed Forces after
the September 11, 2001, terrorist at-
tacks, and for other purposes.

S. 46

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 46, a bill to authorize the ex-
tension of unconditional and perma-
nent nondiscriminatory  treatment
(permanent normal trade relations
treatment) to the products of Ukraine,
and for other purposes.

S. 65

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 65, a bill to amend the age restric-
tions for pilots.

S,

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 77, a bill to amend titles 10 and 38,
United States Code, to improve death
benefits for the families of deceased
members of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

S. 119

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. KOHL) and the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 119, a bill to provide for
the protection of unaccompanied alien
children, and for other purposes.

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
119, supra.
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S. 147
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 147, a bill to express the policy of the
United States regarding the TUnited
States relationship with Native Hawai-
ians and to provide a process for the
recognition by the United States of the
Native Hawaiian governing entity.
S. 186
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
names of the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) and the Senator from Utah
(Mr. HATCH) were added as cosponsors
of S. 186, a bill to prohibit the use of
Department of Defense funds for any
study related to the transportation of
chemical munitions across State lines.
S. 241
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 241, a bill to amend sec-
tion 254 of the Communications Act of
1934 to provide that funds received as
universal service contributions and the
universal service support programs es-
tablished pursuant to that section are
not subject to certain provisions of
title 31, United States Code, commonly
known as the Antideficiency Act.
S. 260
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 260, a bill to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to provide
technical and financial assistance to
private landowners to restore, enhance,
and manage private land to improve
fish and wildlife habitats through the
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Pro-
gram.
S. 268
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
names of the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) and the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS) were added as
cosponsors of S. 268, a bill to provide
competitive grants for training court
reporters and closed captioners to meet
requirements for realtime writers
under the Telecommunications Act of
1996, and for other purposes.
S. 300
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
300, a bill to extend the temporary in-
crease in payments under the medicare
program for home health services fur-
nished in a rural area.
S. 333
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
MARTINEZ) and the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were added as
cosponsors of S. 333, a bill to hold the
current regime in Iran accountable for
its threatening behavior and to support
a transition to democracy in Iran.
S. 337
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor
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of S. 337, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to revise the age
and service requirements for eligibility
to receive retired pay for non-regular
service, to expand certain authorities
to provide health care benefits for Re-
serves and their families, and for other
purposes.
S. 339
At the request of Mr. REID, the
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH), the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. SALAZAR) and the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG) were added
as cosponsors of S. 339, a bill to reaf-
firm the authority of States to regu-
late certain hunting and fishing activi-
ties.
S. 347
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the names of the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON),
the Senator from New York (Mrs. CLIN-
TON) and the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoOLLINS) were added as cosponsors of S.
347, a bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act and
title IIT of the Public Health Service
Act to improve access to information
about individuals’ health care oper-
ations and legal rights for care near
the end of life, to promote advance
care planning and decisionmaking so
that individuals’ wishes are Kknown
should they become unable to speak for
themselves, to engage health care pro-
viders in disseminating information
about and assisting in the preparation
of advance directives, which include
living wills and durable powers of at-
torney for health care, and for other
purposes.
S. 352
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 352, a bill to revise cer-
tain requirements for H-2B employers
and require submission of information
regarding H-2B non-immigrants, and
for other purposes.
S. 357
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 357, a bill to expand and en-
hance postbaccalaureate opportunities
at Hispanic-serving institutions, and
for other purposes.
S. 359
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 359, a bill to provide for the
adjustment of status of certain foreign
agricultural workers, to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act to re-
form the H-2A worker program under
that Act, to provide a stable, legal ag-
ricultural workforce, to extend basic
legal protections and better working
conditions to more workers, and for
other purposes.
S. 394
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(Mr. NELSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 394, a bill to promote accessi-
bility, accountability, and openness in
Government by strengthening section
552 of title 5, United States Code (com-
monly referred to as the Freedom of In-
formation Act), and for other purposes.
S. 403
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) and the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. WARNER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 403, a bill to amend
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit
taking minors across State lines in cir-
cumvention of laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions.
S. 424
At the request of Mr. BOND, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 424, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to provide for arthritis research and
public health, and for other purposes.
S. 432
At the request of Mr. ALLEN, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 432, a bill to establish a digital and
wireless network technology program,
and for other purposes.
S. 438
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 438, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to repeal the
medicare outpatient rehabilitation
therapy caps.
S. 445
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
names of the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) and the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 445, a resolution to
amend part D of title XVIII of the So-
cial Security Act, as added by the
Medicare Prescription Drug, Improve-
ment, and Modernization Act of 2003, to
provide for negotiation of fair prices
for Medicare prescription drugs.
S. 471
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DoDD) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 471, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to provide
for human embryonic stem cell re-
search.
S. 484
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES), the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Senator from
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU) and
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
COCHRAN) were added as cosponsors of
S. 484, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow Federal
civilian and military retirees to pay
health insurance premiums on a pretax
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basis and to allow a deduction for
TRICARE supplemental premiums.
S. 489
At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 489, a bill to amend chapter 111 of
title 28, United States Code, to limit
the duration of Federal consent decrees
to which State and local governments
are a party, and for other purposes.
S. 492
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
492, a bill to make access to safe water
and sanitation for developing countries
a specific policy objective of the United
States foreign assistance programs,
and for other purposes.
S. 495
At the request of Mr. CORZINE, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 495, a bill to impose sanctions
against perpetrators of crimes against
humanity in Darfur, Sudan, and for
other purposes.
S. 498
At the request of Mr. BURR, the name
of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
498, a bill to provide for expansion of
electricity transmission networks in
order to support competitive elec-
tricity markets, to ensure reliability of
electric service, to modernize regula-
tion and for other purposes.
S. 512
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 512, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to clas-
sify automatic fire sprinkler systems
as b-year property for purposes of de-
preciation.
S. 526
At the request of Mr. REED, the name
of the Senator from Louisiana (Ms.
LANDRIEU) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 526, a bill to amend the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act of
1990 to provide incentive grants to im-
prove the quality of child care.
S. 570
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the names of the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the
Senator from New York (Mrs. CLINTON)
were added as cosponsors of S. 570, a
bill to amend title XVIII and XIX of
the Social Security Act and title III of
the Public Health Service Act to im-
prove access to information about indi-
viduals’ health care options and legal
rights for care near the end of life, to
promote advance care planning and de-
cisionmaking so that individuals’ wish-
es are known should they become un-
able to speak for themselves, to engage
health care providers in disseminating
information about and assisting in the
preparation of advance directives,
which include living wills and durable
powers of attorney for health care, and
for other purposes.
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S. 582

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. ALLEN), the
Senator from Washington (Ms. CANT-
WELL), the Senator from TUtah (Mr.
BENNETT), the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CARPER), the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE), the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. COCH-
RAN), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
DAYTON), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAIG), the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. FEINGOLD), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. DEWINE), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mrs. DOLE), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
LUGAR), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG), the Senator from
Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPEC-
TER), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), the Senator
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. TALENT),
the Senator from Washington (Mrs.
MURRAY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. THOMAS), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. OBAMA), the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
SALAZAR), the Senator from Florida
(Mr. NELSON), the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. DORGAN), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY), the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms.
LANDRIEU) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 582, a bill to require
the Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in commemoration of the 50th
anniversary of the desegregation of the
Little Rock Central High School in
Little Rock, Arkansas, and for other
purposes.

S. 601

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) and the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were
added as cosponsors of S. 601, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to include combat pay in deter-
mining an allowable contribution to an
individual retirement plan.

S. 609

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 609, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to increase the pro-
vision of scientifically sound informa-
tion and support services to patients
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receiving a positive test diagnosis for
Down syndrome or other prenatally di-
agnosed conditions.
S. 626
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 626, a bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to improve
access to diabetes self management
training by designating certified diabe-
tes educators who are recognized by a
nationally recognized certifying body
and who meet the same quality stand-
ards set forth for other providers of di-
abetes self management training, as
certified providers for purposes of out-
patient diabetes self-management
training services under part B of the
medicare program.
S. 633
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. PRYOR), the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU)
were added as cosponsors of S. 633, a
bill to require the Secretary of the
Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of veterans who became disabled
for life while serving in the Armed
Forces of the United States.
S. 642
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 642, a bill to support certain na-
tional youth organizations, including
the Boy Scouts of America, and for
other purposes.
S. 643
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 643, a bill to amend the Agricultural
Credit Act of 1987 to reauthorize State
mediation programs.
S. 647
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 647, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to au-
thorize physical therapists to evaluate
and treat medicare beneficiaries with-
out a requirement for a physician re-
ferral, and for other purposes.
S. 663
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) were
added as cosponsors of S. 663, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to allow self-employed individuals
to deduct health insurance costs in
computing self-employment taxes.
S. RES. 83
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 83, a resolution commemorating
the 65th Anniversary of the Black
Press of America.
AMENDMENT NO. 204
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
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(Mr. DopD) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 204 proposed to S. Con.
Res. 18, an original concurrent resolu-
tion setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2006 and including
the appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 2005 and 2007 through 2010.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BURNS:

S. 696. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 regarding the transfer of students
from certain schools; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill to amend the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act with regard to the transfer of stu-
dents from certain schools. The No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 includes a
requirement that schools not meeting
adequate yearly progress—the AYP—
for 2 consecutive years must provide
transfer within the school district, and
if no such schools exist, make efforts
to provide transfers between school dis-
tricts to the extent practical. This is
the school choice provision. However,
the current law’s guidance on school
choice does not adequately define prac-
ticality or feasibility, and where defi-
nitions are provided, they are overly
broad.

We have just come off the Easter
break. We had an opportunity to talk
to a lot of educators and students. We
return to our work starting today to
make some significant—maybe not sig-
nificant changes, but little changes to
No Child Left Behind to make it more
practical and make it more common
sense in States such as Montana.

When we start looking at these maps,
and as the President pro tempore
leaves the Chamber, he understands
what rural is when he looks at his
State of Alaska. We are not nearly as
big as Alaska. However, when we look
at the State of Montana—and for those
who wonder about distances and sizes,
from the Yak, which is up in the north-
west corner of the State, to Alzada in
the southeast corner, it is farther than
it is from Chicago to Washington, DC.
So there is a pretty fair chunk of land
out here, and we have young folks who
go to school in just about every part of
the State.

These are the elementary schools I
am going to talk about as I speak on
No Child Left Behind and the legisla-
tion I am introducing today.

The bottom line is No Child Left Be-
hind is not a one-size-fits-all legisla-
tion. We have some of the greatest
teachers there are in the country, and
we have some of the brightest minds to
teach. Accordingly, it is imperative
that Congress continues to hear the
needs and concerns of America’s rural
education communities.

Just to give my colleagues an idea, 1
had a little bit to do with the passage
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and the shaping of the 1996 Tele-
communications Act. In that bill, we
had a piece included called broadband.
Back in those days, most folks had not
heard of the Internet, broadband, or
digital. There were not very many of us
around here who were even computer
literate. We are getting better. We are
getting a little younger.

I can remember when we put the
broadband section in the bill, primarily
to do two things in my State: distance
learning, allowing these smaller
schools in rural areas to access the
Internet and classes to be taught via a
two-way interact from another loca-
tion so that their curriculum could be
broadened, just like a school, say, lo-
cated in Billings, Great Falls, Mis-
soula. Just because someone was born
way out here and went to school in Jor-
dan, MT, where we have a county the
size of Rhode Island—it only has 1,800
folks and only one high school. It used
to be a boarding school. I do not think
it is anymore. But it used to be when
you took your student to school on
Monday morning, you did not see them
until Friday night after the football
game was over. So we deal in a little
bit different kind of environment and
situation.

The Federal law must recognize the
significant differences between urban
and rural school districts with regard
to student transportation, school spac-
ing, and, of course, the school-of-choice
options. Although No Child Left Be-
hind leaves the State of Montana in
control of determining the feasibility
of transfers between different school
districts, it is much less flexible when
it comes to transfers within the same
school district.

My legislation would add to existing
guidelines on the practicality and the
feasibility of school choice that a
school district would not be required to
provide a student with a transfer op-
tion to another school if providing the
option is impractical due to the dis-
tance to be traveled, a geographical
barrier or hazard, the duration of the
travel, or an unusually high cost of
travel. However, if choice is not offered
under the latter circumstances, stu-
dents in affected schools will still re-
ceive valuable supplemental education
services, and school districts will still
have the option to provide students
school learning choices through dis-
tance learning programs or virtual
schools or several other options offered
under current law.

We are pretty sparse in eastern Mon-
tana. From Miles City to Jordan is
about 90 miles. I was talking about
Jordan a while ago up on the big dry
creek. You heard me say I have a lot of
dirt between light bulbs out there.
Well, we have a lot of land between
schools out there also, and school dis-
tricts can be quite large. The centers of
Billings, Great Falls, Missoula, the
Flat Head, or even Bozeman are
grouped pretty closely. In eastern Mon-
tana, however, they are far apart. We
have elementary schools not even on
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paved roads, still on gravel. I know one
that is still on a mud road. If it rains
real hard or during the spring thaw,
they cannot get a car in there or a
pickup truck or even a four-wheel drive
vehicle, so they all ride horses, which
is not a bad idea. It saves on gas, and
as high as gas is, it probably isn’t a bad
idea at all. This is a map of the ele-
mentary schools to give an idea of
where they are located way out there.

Now, I want to take a look at the
high schools. There are not as many of
them. What are you going to do if a
school in Miles City is in need of im-
provement under the current law?
Where are you going to send them? To
Broadus? I don’t think so. That is an-
other 80 or 90 miles. Pretty soon the
miles start adding up.

Right now the law requires the
schools to pay for students to transfer
them in the same district unless doing
so is too expensive. In Montana, as
with many rural schools in rural
States, there are considerations great-
er than just cost. While the law makes
sense in Billings, it does not work in
districts where the schools are farther
apart.

Take the Broadus County School Dis-
trict in southeastern Montana as an
example. As we can see, there is a lot
of distance between schools. There are
not very many schools out there. These
are high schools. These are not elemen-
tary schools but high schools. Some
may take up to 2 hours one way to
drive. It not only hurts the family life
of the students, but it disrupts what
they do and also has an adverse effect
on their academic performance.

Sometimes this type of commute
may be necessary. My legislation
makes this decision a matter for rural
States to decide instead of the politi-
cians here in Washington, DC, or by a
rule written into a law that just is un-
workable in my State.

I realize No Child Left Behind had
some built-in flexibilities, and I also
realize that some States did not take
advantage of some of those flexibili-
ties. Now we are locked into a situa-
tion where it is almost impossible to
change unless we change the legisla-
tion and reword it. My legislation sim-
ply clarifies what is feasible and prac-
tical for school choice transfers within
school districts and gives the States,
especially my State, the ability to
treat schools in rural Broadus dif-
ferently than it treats schools in more
urbanized Billings, MT.

I would imagine the Senator from
Florida who is new to this body and a
terrific addition to this body has some
rural areas in Florida. We think of
Florida as more urbanized, but they
have some rural areas too, just like
Montana. That does not mean there are
kids out there whose needs should not
be addressed.

When we visit schools, we get all
kinds of questions from the students. I
was visiting a sixth-grade class the
other day. They came up with all kinds
of questions. Some of them were pretty
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good, some were not so good. I did have
one that was just a little bit different.
This young man stood up in sixth
grade, and he said: Senator, what do
you want written on your tombstone?
My gosh, I never had that question be-
fore, and I did not know exactly how to
handle it, so I just told him: He’s not
here yet. That is the only way I could
answer him.

These young people are very bright.
They like their schools in these areas
with distance learning. And we have
telemedicine. We are delivering med-
ical care much differently now. We are
doing it with broadband services. We
have 14 counties that do not have a
doctor. It is done by physician assist-
ants and many other people.

The other day a student from our
part of the country enrolled at Mon-
tana State University at Billings. He
had taken enough courses in his senior
year in distance learning from MSUB
that he has a full semester completed.
So when he goes away to school, he al-
ready has half a year done.

This is why we have the Tele-
communications Act. This is why we
have the No Child Left Behind Act. We
have to look at schools and libraries
and some of the kinks we have to work
out in that law so that these smaller
schools and libraries can get their
moneys so they can offer this online
education. This is just another part of
tweaking the No Child Left Behind law
to make it work in rural areas.

I urge my Senate colleagues, espe-
cially those from rural States, to join
me in cosponsoring this bill because it
is very important. If we are really dedi-
cated to the program of No Child Left
Behind, we cannot leave rural children
behind either, and we have to make it
work.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 696

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the
Schools Geography Act”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) There are significant differences be-
tween urban and rural school districts with
regard to student transportation, distances
between schools and school districts, and
school of choice options. Local educational
agencies (LEAs) in rural areas often have
only 1 school servicing a particular grade-
level, and the distance between these schools
is often much greater than in urban areas.
These differences are not addressed by exist-
ing guidelines under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965.

(2) In 2000, rural schools (those in commu-
nities with populations below 2,500) taught 32
percent of the children in the United States,
but rural schools accounted for $5,670,000,000
of the Nation’s spending on school transpor-
tation, or nearly half of such spending.

(3) Rural transportation costs, per-pupil,
are double that of urban transportation

“Rural
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costs. As a percentage of total spending,
rural areas spend 77 percent more than urban
areas for education transportation.

(4) Commutes in rural areas are much more
likely to be on rougher, unpaved roads. This
not only undermines the physical health of
the students, but makes transportation dur-
ing poor weather much more difficult or im-
possible. Students with longer commutes are
more likely to miss school because of in-
clement weather. School attendance is an
important factor in school performance.

(6) School students who have long com-
mutes actively avoid advanced and high-
level courses because they do not have time
for the extra homework. This self-imposed
restriction retards maximization of edu-
cational potential.

(6) Students with long commutes are less
likely to engage in in-home and out-of-home
activities, such as family dinners, after-
school jobs, and athletic or musical extra-
curricular activities. Participation in these
activities benefits overall educational
progress.

(7) Section 1116(b)(10)(C) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in-
structs that the lowest achieving children be
given priority for out-of-district transpor-
tation. Thus, the negative impacts of long
commutes disproportionately affect the very
students who need the most help.

SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO THE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
1965.

Section 1116 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6316)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) GEOGRAPHY LIMITS.—Notwithstanding
subsections (b) and (c), a local educational
agency shall not be required to provide a stu-
dent the option to transfer to another school
pursuant to this section if providing the op-
tion is impractical due to the distance to be
traveled, a geographical barrier or hazard,
the duration of the travel, or an unusually
high cost of travel.”.

SEC. 4. ADMINISTRATION.

The Secretary of Education, not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this
Act, shall promulgate such regulations as
the Secretary determines necessary to im-
plement this Act.

SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendment made by section 3 shall
take effect on the first July 1 that occurs
after the date of enactment of this Act.

By Mr. OBAMA (for himself and
Mr. INOUYE):

S. 697. A Dbill to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to improve high-
er education, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Higher Edu-
cation Opportunity Through Pell Grant
Expansion Act of 2005, or HOPE Act.

Right now, in schools, playgrounds,
and backyards across America, chil-
dren are dreaming about what they
want to be when they grow up. As to-
morrow’s astronauts, doctors, and
teachers dream about their futures,
their parents know that so many of
those dreams are dependent on a col-
lege diploma.

The families I have met in Illinois
are worried that they might not be
able to give their kids a chance at that
diploma. Everywhere I go, I hear the
same story: we work hard, we pay our
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bills, we cut corners, and we put away
savings, but we just don’t know if it is
going to be enough when the tuition
bill comes in the mail.

The facts and statistics are not en-
couraging. College tuition is rising at a
stunning rate of almost 10 percent a
year, and over the last 25 years it is
gone up an astounding 519 percent. Be-
cause of these rising prices, over 200,000
students were priced out of a college
education last year.

In a country with so much wealth
and opportunity for education, it is dif-
ficult to imagine there are parents who
are forced to say to their kids: “We’re
sorry. We can’t afford to send you to
college.” None of us in the Senate
should rest until those parents can
start saying ‘‘yes’ to their kids.

This bill would start us down that
path by increasing access to Pell
grants. Today, these need-based awards
are used by 5.3 million undergraduate
students to fund their education. Un-
fortunately, the awards just haven’t
kept up with the rising price of tuition
or even inflation. As a result, the cur-
rent $4,050 Pell grant maximum is $700
less in real terms than the maximum
grant 30 years ago. Pell grants now
cover only 23 percent of the total cost
of the average 4-year public college.

The HOPE Act would correct this
problem by raising the Pell grant max-
imum to $5,100, and it would continue
to raise this maximum in future years
to keep up with inflation. The bill also
would make sure that no student sees a
reduction in Pell grant assistance due
to recent changes in the eligibility for-
mula.

Because working families are already
burdened with too many taxes, this bill
would not add to the deficit or raise a
dime of taxes. Instead, it will close two
loopholes that guarantee banks and
private lenders an additional $2 billion
in taxpayer subsidies every year on top
of the interest that college students
and their families are already paying
on their loans. In a country where
200,000 students were priced out of col-
lege last year, our tax dollars shouldn’t
be spent subsidizing banks that are al-
ready making record profits.

When our children dream about their
future, they need to know those
dreams are within their reach. A col-
lege education forms the foundation of
the opportunity society that will keep
this country strong and growing in the
21st century. I know we can work to-
gether to get this done, and I look for-
ward to doing so.

I urge my colleagues to support the
HOPE Act.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 697

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Higher Edu-
cation Opportunity Through Pell Grant Ex-
pansion Act”.

SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE SENATE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Federal Pell Grants are need-based and
are used by 5,300,000 undergraduate students
to fund their college educations.

(2) Over 90 percent of Federal Pell Grant
recipients come from a family with a com-
bined income of less than $40,000.

(3) Because of the rising cost of college tui-
tion, the maximum Federal Pell Grant
amount of $4,050 for academic year 2004-2005
is $700 less in real terms than the maximum
Federal Pell Grant amount for academic
year 1975-1976.

(4) Federal Pell Grants for academic year
2003-2004 cover only 23 percent of the total
cost of the average 4-year public college.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) eligible undergraduate students should
receive the maximum Federal Pell Grant
amount established by the amendment made
by section 3(b) of this Act; and

(2) sufficient funds should be appropriated
to allow the awarding of the maximum Fed-
eral Pell Grant amount for which students
are eligible pursuant to the amendment
made by section 3(b) of this Act.

SEC. 3. FEDERAL PELL GRANTS.

(a) APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS FOR FEDERAL
PELL GRANTS.—In addition to any amounts
otherwise appropriated to carry out subpart
1 of part A of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a) for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2006, there are
authorized to be appropriated and there are
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2006, for carrying
out such subpart 1, an additional
$2,000,000,000.

(b) AUTHORIZATION AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
FEDERAL PELL GRANT.—Section 401(b)(2)(A)
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1070a(b)(2)(A)) is amended to read as follows:

“(2)(A)(i) The amount of a Federal Pell
Grant for a student eligible under this part
shall be $5,100 for academic year 2005-2006,
less an amount equal to the amount deter-
mined to be the expected family contribu-
tion with respect to that student for that
year.

¢“(ii) The Secretary shall cumulatively ad-
just the amount in clause (i) every 2 aca-
demic years beginning with academic year
2006-2007 to account for any percentage in-
crease in the Consumer Price Index for All
Urban Consumers published by the Bureau of

Labor Statistics of the Department of
Labor.”.
SEC. 4. ALLOWANCE FOR STATE AND OTHER

TAXES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the annual updates to the allowance for
State and other taxes in the tables used in
the Federal Needs Analysis Methodology to
determine a student’s expected family con-
tribution for the award year 2005-2006 under
part F of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087kk et seq.), pub-
lished in the Federal Register on Thursday,
December 23, 2004 (69 Fed. Reg. 76926), shall
not apply to a student to the extent the up-
dates will increase the student’s expected
family contribution under such part F.

SEC. 5. TERMINATION OF EXCESSIVE ALLOW-
ANCES.

Section 438(b)(2)(B) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087-1(b)(2)(B)) is
amended by striking clause (v) and inserting
the following:

‘(v) This subparagraph shall not apply to—



S3206

“(I) any loan made or purchased after the
date of enactment of the Higher Education
Opportunity Through Pell Grant Expansion
Act;

‘(IT) any loan that had not qualified before
such date of enactment for receipt of a spe-
cial allowance payment determined under
this subparagraph; or

‘“(IITI) any loan made or purchased before
such date of enactment with funds described
in the first or second sentence of clause (i)
if—

‘‘(aa) the obligation described in the first
such sentence has, after such date of enact-
ment, matured, or been retired or defeased;
or

““(bb) the maturity date or the date of re-
tirement of the obligation described in the
first such sentence has, after such date of en-
actment, been extended.”.

SEC. 6. WINDFALL PROFIT OFFSET.

Section 438 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087-1) is further amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘(g) WINDFALL PROFIT OFFSET.—A?t the end
of every fiscal quarter for which an eligible
lender does not receive a special allowance
payment under this section, the eligible
lender shall pay to the Secretary of the
Treasury for deposit into the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts a windfall profit off-
set payment for the fiscal quarter equal to
the amount by which—

‘(1) the aggregate amount of all payments
of interest received by the eligible lender
from borrowers on all loans made, insured,
or guaranteed under this part during the fis-
cal quarter; exceeds

““(2) interest guaranteed the lender under
this section for the fiscal quarter, irrespec-
tive of the amount received under subpara-
graph (A).”.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.
BUNNING, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
TALENT, and Mr. CRAIG):

S. 702. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the oc-
cupational taxes relating to distilled
spirits, wine, and beer; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is
with great pleasure that I join my col-
leagues Senators BUNNING, JOHNSON
and TALENT today in introducing legis-
lation that will repeal the special occu-
pational tax on taxpayers who manu-
facture, distribute, and sell alcoholic
beverages.

The special occupational tax is not a
tax on alcoholic products, but rather
operates as a license fee on businesses.
The tax is imposed on those engaged in
the business of selling alcohol bev-
erages. Believe it or not, this tax was
originally established to help finance
the Civil War. That war is over, and
this inequitable tax has outlived its
original purpose. Repealing the SOT
will also simplify the tax code for thou-
sands of small businesses.

The SOT on alcohol dramatically in-
creased during the budget process in
1988 and has unfairly burdened business
owners across the country since. From
Thompson Falls to Sidney, from Chi-
nook to Billings, small businesses are
burdened with yet another tax in the
form of the SOT. According to the Al-
cohol and Tobacco, Tax and Trade Bu-
reau, there are 426,193 locations nation-
wide that pay the SOT every year, in-
cluding 399,657 retailers. These retail
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establishments account for $99 million
out of $103 million collected in SOT
revenues.

In Montana, there are 2,969 locations
which together pay nearly $1 million in
the SOT every year. Seasonal resorts
in Whitefish and Yellowstone, ‘“‘mom
and pop’’ convenience stores in Butte,
and bowling alleys, flower shops, and
restaurants across Montana, and the
United States, pay the Federal Govern-
ment over $100 million per year for the
privilege of running businesses that
sell beer, wine, or alcoholic beverages.

The SOT is extremely regressive. Re-
tailers must annually pay $250 per loca-
tion; wholesalers pay $500; vintners and
distillers pay $1,000. Because the SOT is
levied on a per location basis, a sole
proprietorship must pay the same
amount as one of the nation’s largest
retailers, and locally-owned chains
having to pay per location, would have
to pay as much as, if not more than,
the nation’s largest single site brew-
ery. This is not what Congress had in
mind 150 years ago, and I don’t believe
it’s a situation we want today.

Repealing the SOT on alcohol is sup-
ported by a broad-based group of busi-
ness organizations and enjoys wide-
spread bipartisan support on Capitol
Hill. Last year, we made progress in
ending this burdensome tax on small
businesses. We repealed the tax for
three years. More can be done. Busi-
ness owners across the United States
deserve assurance that they won’t be
hit with this antiquated tax down the
line.

The legislation preserves the TTB’s
record-keeping requirements, while re-
moving the agency’s enforcement bur-
den, and will save over $2 million per
yvear. The GAO examined SOT efficacy
several times, and found it fundamen-
tally flawed. The Joint Committee on
Taxation called for the elimination of
SOT in its June 2001 simplification
study.

More than 90 percent of all SOT rev-
enue comes from retailers—a great ma-
jority of those are small businesses.
Our small business sector is a great
strength of our economy. President
Bush has said that the best way to en-
courage job growth is to let small busi-
nesses keep more of their own money,
so they can invest in their business and
make it easier for somebody to find
work. Repealing the SOT would provide
an immediate and visible tax cut to
small business owners.

In recent months, there has been
much talk of tax reform inside the
beltway. President Bush has made tax
reform one of his key priorities and es-
tablished a panel that will make rec-
ommendations to the Department of
Treasury for a better tax system. Get-
ting rid of a tax that has outlived its
original purpose is one small step to-
ward reform that makes sense for Mon-
tana and our country. We urge our col-
leagues to join us in this endeavor.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

April 5, 2005

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 702

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. REPEAL OF OCCUPATIONAL TAXES
RELATING TO DISTILLED SPIRITS,
WINE, AND BEER.
(a) REPEAL OF OCCUPATIONAL TAXES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions
of part IT of subchapter A of chapter 51 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to oc-
cupational taxes) are hereby repealed:
(A) Subpart A (relating to proprietors of
distilled spirits plants, bonded wine cellars,
etc.).
(B) Subpart B (relating to brewer).
(C) Subpart D (relating to wholesale deal-
ers) (other than sections 5114 and 5116).
(D) Subpart E (relating to retail dealers)
(other than section 5124).
(E) Subpart G (relating to general provi-
sions) (other than sections 5142, 5143, 5145,
and 5146).
(2) NONBEVERAGE DOMESTIC DRAWBACK.—
Section 5131 of such Code is amended by
striking ‘‘, on payment of a special tax per
annum,’’.
(3) INDUSTRIAL USE OF DISTILLED SPIRITS.—
Section 5276 of such Code is hereby repealed.
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1)(A) The heading for part II of subchapter
A of chapter 51 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 and the table of subparts for such part
are amended to read as follows:
“PART II—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
“Subpart A. Manufacturers of stills.
‘““‘Subpart B. Nonbeverage domestic draw-
back claimants.

‘““‘Subpart C. Recordkeeping and registra-
tion by dealers.

““‘Subpart D. Other provisions. .

(B) The table of parts for such subchapter
A is amended by striking the item relating
to part II and inserting the following new
item:

“Part II. Miscellaneous provisions. .

(2) Subpart C of part II of such subchapter
(relating to manufacturers of stills) is redes-
ignated as subpart A.

(3)(A) Subpart F of such part II (relating to
nonbeverage domestic drawback claimants)
is redesignated as subpart B and sections
5131 through 5134 are redesignated as sec-
tions 5111 through 5114, respectively.

(B) The table of sections for such subpart
B, as so redesignated, is amended—

(i) by redesignating the items relating to
sections 5131 through 5134 as relating to sec-
tions 5111 through 5114, respectively, and

(ii) by striking ‘“‘and rate of tax’ in the
item relating to section 5111, as so redesig-
nated.

(C) Section 5111 of such Code, as redesig-
nated by subparagraph (A), is amended—

(i) by striking ‘“‘AND RATE OF TAX” in the
section heading,

(ii) by striking the subsection heading for
subsection (a), and

(iii) by striking subsection (b).

(4) Part II of subchapter A of chapter 51 of
such Code is amended by adding after sub-
part B, as redesignated by paragraph (3), the
following new subpart:

“Subpart C—Recordkeeping by Dealers

‘“Sec. 5121. Recordkeeping by wholesale
dealers.

‘“‘Sec. 5122. Recordkeeping by retail deal-
ers.

‘‘Sec. 5123. Preservation and inspection
of records, and entry of prem-
ises for inspection.”.

(5)(A) Section 5114 of such Code (relating to
records) is moved to subpart C of such part
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IT and inserted after the table of sections for
such subpart.

(B) Section 5114 of such Code is amended—

(i) by striking the section heading and in-
serting the following new heading:

“SEC. 5121. RECORDKEEPING BY WHOLESALE
DEALERS.”,
and

(i1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d) and by inserting after subsection
(b) the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) WHOLESALE DEALERS.—For purposes of
this part—

‘(1) WHOLESALE DEALER IN LIQUORS.—The
term ‘wholesale dealer in liquors’ means any
dealer (other than a wholesale dealer in beer)
who sells, or offers for sale, distilled spirits,
wines, or beer, to another dealer.

‘“(2) WHOLESALE DEALER IN BEER.—The term
‘wholesale dealer in beer’ means any dealer
who sells, or offers for sale, beer, but not dis-
tilled spirits or wines, to another dealer.

‘(3) DEALER.—The term ‘dealer’ means any
person who sells, or offers for sale, any dis-
tilled spirits, wines, or beer.

‘(4) PRESUMPTION IN CASE OF SALE OF 20
WINE GALLONS OR MORE.—The sale, or offer
for sale, of distilled spirits, wines, or beer, in
quantities of 20 wine gallons or more to the
same person at the same time, shall be pre-
sumptive evidence that the person making
such sale, or offer for sale, is engaged in or
carrying on the business of a wholesale deal-
er in liquors or a wholesale dealer in beer, as
the case may be. Such presumption may be
overcome by evidence satisfactorily showing
that such sale, or offer for sale, was made to
a person other than a dealer.”.

(C) Paragraph (3) of section 5121(d) of such
Code, as so redesignated, is amended by
striking ‘‘section 5146’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 5123”.

(6)(A) Section 5124 of such Code (relating to
records) is moved to subpart C of part II of
subchapter A of chapter 51 of such Code and
inserted after section 5121.

(B) Section 5124 of such Code is amended—

(i) by striking the section heading and in-
serting the following new heading:

“SEC. 5122. RECORDKEEPING BY RETAIL DEAL-
ERS.”,

(ii) by striking ‘‘section 5146’ in subsection
(c) and inserting ‘‘section 5123, and

(iii) by redesignating subsection (c¢) as sub-
section (d) and inserting after subsection (b)
the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) RETAIL DEALERS.—For purposes of this
section—

‘(1) RETAIL DEALER IN LIQUORS.—The term
‘retail dealer in liquors’ means any dealer
(other than a retail dealer in beer or a lim-
ited retail dealer) who sells, or offers for
sale, distilled spirits, wines, or beer, to any
person other than a dealer.

‘“(2) RETAIL DEALER IN BEER.—The term ‘re-
tail dealer in beer’ means any dealer (other
than a limited retail dealer) who sells, or of-
fers for sale, beer, but not distilled spirits or
wines, to any person other than a dealer.

‘(3) LIMITED RETAIL DEALER.—The term
‘limited retail dealer’ means any fraternal,
civic, church, labor, charitable, benevolent,
or ex-servicemen’s organization making
sales of distilled spirits, wine or beer on the
occasion of any kind of entertainment,
dance, picnic, bazaar, or festival held by it,
or any person making sales of distilled spir-
its, wine or beer to the members, guests, or
patrons of bona fide fairs, reunions, picnics,
carnivals, or other similar outings, if such
organization or person is not otherwise en-
gaged in business as a dealer.

‘“(4) DEALER.—The term ‘dealer’ has the
meaning given such term by section
5121(c)(3).”.

(7) Section 5146 of such Code is moved to
subpart C of part II of subchapter A of chap-
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ter 51 of such Code, inserted after section
5122, and redesignated as section 5123.

(8) Subpart C of part II of subchapter A of
chapter 51 of such Code, as amended by para-
graph (7), is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:

“SEC. 5124. REGISTRATION BY DEALERS.

‘“BEvery dealer who is subject to the record-
keeping requirements under section 5121 or
5122 shall register with the Secretary such
dealer’s name or style, place of residence,
trade or business, and the place where such
trade or business is to be carried on. In case
of a firm or company, the names of the sev-
eral persons constituting the same, and the
places of residence, shall be so registered.”.

(9) Section 7012 of such Code is amended by
redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) as para-
graphs (5) and (6), respectively, and by in-
serting after paragraph (3) the following new
paragraph:

‘“(4) For provisions relating to registration
by dealers in distilled spirits, wines, and
beer, see section 5124.”".

(10) Part II of subchapter A of chapter 51 of
such Code is amended by inserting after sub-
part C the following new subpart:

“Subpart D—Other Provisions
‘‘Sec. 5131. Packaging distilled
for industrial uses.
“Sec. 5132. Prohibited purchases by deal-
ers.”.

(11) Section 5116 of such Code is moved to
subpart D of part II of subchapter A of chap-
ter 51 of such Code, inserted after the table
of sections, redesignated as section 5131, and
amended by inserting ‘‘(as defined in section
5121(c))”’ after ‘‘dealer’ in subsection (a).

(12) Subpart D of part II of subchapter A of
chapter 51 of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new section:

“SEC. 5132. PROHIBITED PURCHASES BY DEAL-
ERS.

spirits

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, it
shall be unlawful for a dealer to purchase
distilled spirits for resale from any person
other than a wholesale dealer in liquors who
is required to keep the records prescribed by
section 5121.

“(b) LIMITED RETAIL DEALERS.—A limited
retail dealer may lawfully purchase distilled
spirits for resale from a retail dealer in lig-
uors.

““(c) PENALTY AND FORFEITURE.—

“For penalty and forfeiture provisions
applicable to violations of sub-
section (a), see sections 5687
and 7302. .

(13) Subsection (b) of section 5002 of such
Code is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘section 5112(a)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 5121(c)(3)’,

(B) by striking ‘‘section 5112’ and inserting
“‘section 5121(c)”’,

(C) by striking ‘‘section 5122’ and inserting
‘‘section 5122(c)”’.

(14) Subparagraph (A) of section 5010(c)(2)
of such Code is amended by striking ‘‘section
5134 and inserting ‘‘section 5114.

(15) Subsection (d) of section 5052 of such
Code is amended to read as follows:

‘(d) BREWER.—For purposes of this chap-
ter, the term ‘brewer’ means any person who
brews beer or produces beer for sale. Such
term shall not include any person who pro-
duces only beer exempt from tax under sec-
tion 5053(e).”.

(16) The text of section 5182 of such Code is
amended to read as follows:

“For provisions requiring recordkeeping
by wholesale liquor dealers, see
section 5112, and by retail lig-
uor dealers, see section 5122. .

(17) Subsection (b) of section 5402 of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘section 5092’
and inserting ‘‘section 5052(d)’’.

S3207

(18) Section 5671 of such Code is amended
by striking ‘‘or 5091”°.

(19)(A) Part V of subchapter J of chapter 51
of such Code is hereby repealed.

(B) The table of parts for such subchapter
J is amended by striking the item relating to
part V.

(20)(A) Sections 5142, 5143, and 5145 of such
Code are moved to subchapter D of chapter
52 of such Code, inserted after section 5731,
redesignated as sections 5732, 5733, and 5734,
respectively, and amended by striking ‘‘this
part’” each place it appears and inserting
‘“‘this subchapter’.

(B) Section 5732 of such Code, as redesig-
nated by subparagraph (A), is amended by
striking ‘‘(except the tax imposed by section
5131)" each place it appears.

(C) Paragraph (2) of section 5733(c) of such
Code, as redesignated by subparagraph (A), is
amended by striking ‘‘liquors’ both places it
appears and inserting ‘‘tobacco products and
cigarette papers and tubes’.

(D) The table of sections for subchapter D
of chapter 52 of such Code is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘“Sec. 5732. Payment of tax.

‘“Sec. 5733. Provisions relating to liability
for occupational taxes.

‘“Sec. 5734. Application of State laws.”’.

(E) Section 5731 of such Code is amended by
striking subsection (c) and by redesignating
subsection (d) as subsection (c).

(21) Subsection (c) of section 6071 of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘section 5142
and inserting ‘‘section 5732”.

(22) Paragraph (1) of section 7652(g) of such
Code is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘subpart F’’ and inserting
“‘subpart B”’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘section 5131(a)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 5111,

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on
July 1, 2005, but shall not apply to taxes im-
posed for periods before such date.

By Mr. SARBANES:

S. 705. A bill to establish the Inter-
agency Council on Meeting the Housing
and Service Needs of Seniors, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation to
establish an Interagency Council on
Meeting the Housing and Service Needs
of Seniors, which will help the Federal
Government work with its partners to
meet the growing housing and related
needs of senior citizens around the
country. The Interagency Council will
work to better coordinate Federal pro-
grams so that seniors and their fami-
lies can access the programs and the
services necessary to allow them to age
in place or find suitable housing alter-
natives.

It is important that we take note of
the needs of this rapidly growing senior
population. In 2000, the population over
65 years of age was 34.7 million. This
number is expected to grow to over 50
million by 2020. By the year 2030, near-
ly one-fifth of the United States popu-
lation will be above 65 years of age.

In recognition of the importance of
this issue, in 1999 Congress established
the Commission on Affordable Housing
and Health Facility Needs for Seniors—
“Seniors Commission’—to assess the
Federal role in senior housing, health
and supportive services. The Seniors
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Commission made a number of signifi-
cant findings. For example, the com-
mission found that seniors require a
wide array of housing options with ac-
cess to services, including meal prepa-
ration, transportation, health care, and
assistance with daily activities. Ac-
cording to the Seniors Commission,
over 18 percent of senior citizens—over
5.8 million seniors—who do not reside
in nursing facilities have difficulty per-
forming their daily activities without
assistance. Over a million of these sen-
iors are severely impaired, requiring
assistance with many of their basic
tasks. Many other seniors, those that
can perform their daily functions, still
require access to health care, transpor-
tation and other services. Without en-
hanced housing opportunities, such as
service-enriched housing or assisted
living facilities, these seniors find it
increasingly difficult to remain outside
of nursing homes or other institutional
settings. In fact, the Seniors Commis-
sion found that ‘“‘many seniors across
the income spectrum are at risk of in-
stitutionalization or neglect due to de-
clining health and the loss or absence
of support and timely interventions.”’
For many seniors, in-home care, serv-
ice-enriched housing, retrofitted homes
and apartments, and assisted living-
type facilities are sorely needed so that
seniors can access necessary services
where they live.

While there are numerous Federal
programs that assist seniors and their
families in meeting these needs, they
are fragmented across many govern-
ment agencies, with little or no coordi-
nation. In fact, the Seniors Commis-
sion found that ‘‘the most striking
characteristic of seniors’ housing and
health care in this country is the dis-
connection of one field from another.”
For example, housing assistance is
available from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, the
Department of Agriculture, and the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, while
health care and supportive services are
most likely accessed through various
branches of the Department of Health
and Human Services, such as the Cen-
ters for Medicaid and Medicare Serv-
ices and the Administration on Aging,
as well as through the Department of
Transportation and the Department of
Labor.

The Seniors Commission concluded
that ‘‘the time has come for coordina-
tion among Federal and State agencies
and administrators.” The legislation I
am introducing today, the ‘‘Meeting
the Housing and Service Needs of Sen-
iors Act of 2005, answers the commis-
sion’s call to action by implementing
the recommendation for better federal
coordination.

Through a high-level interagency
council the Federal Government will
take a simple, but critical, step in ad-
dressing this fragmentation. This
Council will have a variety of func-
tions. The council will review all Fed-
eral programs designed to assist sen-
iors, identify gaps in services, make
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recommendations about how to reduce
duplication, identify best practices for
relevant programs and services, and
most importantly, work to improve the
availability of housing and services for
seniors. The council will also monitor,
evaluate, and recommend improve-
ments in existing programs and serv-
ices that assist seniors in meeting
their housing and service needs at the
Federal, State, and local level, and will
work to more effectively coordinate
programs at the federal level, as well
as at the state level, where many of the
decisions regarding health and service
needs are made. In addition, the coun-
cil will be responsible for collecting
and disseminating information,
through a variety of means, about sen-
iors and the programs and services re-
lating to their needs. Through collabo-
ration with the Federal Interagency
Forum on Aging Statistics and the
Census Bureau, the council will con-
solidate data on these needs and iden-
tify and address unmet data needs.

With improved collaboration and co-
ordination among the Federal agencies
and our State partners, we can ensure
that seniors are better able to access
housing and services. To ensure its ef-
fectiveness, the council will be com-
prised of top-level officials who oversee
the programs which assist seniors in
this country, including the Secretaries
of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development; the Department of
Health and Human Services; the De-
partment of Labor; the Department of
Transportation; and the Department of
Veterans Affairs; as well as the Com-
missioner of the Social Security Ad-
ministration; the Administrator of the
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services; and the Administrator of the
Administration for the Aging.

This is a step we must take. It is es-
sential that we make it easier for sen-
iors and their families to access hous-
ing and supportive services together, so
that when faced with difficult deci-
sions, they do not have to navigate a
confusing maze of programs and serv-
ices, and work through multiple bu-
reaucracies. We must also make it sim-
pler for developers and providers to
link housing and services so that great-
er supportive housing opportunities are
available to the senior population.
Through the Interagency Council, it is
my hope that we will move toward a
model of providing housing and serv-
ices to seniors around the country.

If we are to successfully address
these growing needs, it is clear that
much work must be done. The estab-
lishment of an Interagency Council on
Meeting the Housing and Service Needs
of Seniors is a critical first step in this
endeavor. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation, and I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
the bill together with letters of support
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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S. 705

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Meeting the
Housing and Service Needs of Seniors Act of
2005”".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) The senior population (persons 65 or
older) in this country is rapidly growing, and
is expected to increase from 34,700,000 in 2000
to nearly 40,000,000 by 2010, and then will dra-
matically increase to over 50,000,000 by 2020.

(2) By 2020, the population of ‘‘older’ sen-
iors, those over age 85, is expected to double
to 7,000,000, and then double again to
14,000,000 by 2040.

(3) As the senior population increases, so
does the need for additional safe, decent, af-
fordable, and suitable housing that meets
their unique needs.

(4) Due to the health care, transportation,
and service needs of seniors, issues of pro-
viding suitable and affordable housing oppor-
tunities differ significantly from the housing
needs of other families.

(5) Seniors need access to a wide array of
housing options, such as affordable assisted
living, in-home care, supportive or service-
enriched housing, and retrofitted homes and
apartments to allow seniors to age in place
and to avoid premature placement in institu-
tional settings.

(6) While there are many programs in place
to assist seniors in finding and affording
suitable housing and accessing needed serv-
ices, these programs are fragmented and
spread across many agencies, making it dif-
ficult for seniors to access assistance or to
receive comprehensive information.

(7) Better coordination among Federal
agencies is needed, as is better coordination
at State and local levels, to ensure that sen-
iors can access government activities, pro-
grams, services, and benefits in an effective
and efficient manner.

(8) Up to date, accurate, and accessible sta-
tistics on key characteristics of seniors, in-
cluding conditions, behaviors, and needs, are
required to accurately identify the housing
and service needs of seniors.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) The term ‘‘housing’ means any form of
residence, including rental housing, home-
ownership, assisted living, group home, sup-
portive housing arrangement, nursing facil-
ity, or any other physical location where a
person can live.

(2) The term ‘‘service’ includes transpor-
tation, health care, nursing assistance, meal,
personal care and chore services, assistance
with daily activities, mental health care,
physical therapy, case management, and any
other services needed by seniors to allow
them to stay in their housing or find alter-
native housing that meets their needs.

(3) The term ‘‘program’ includes any Fed-
eral or State program providing income sup-
port, health benefits or other benefits to sen-
iors, housing assistance, mortgages, mort-
gage or loan insurance or guarantees, hous-
ing counseling, supportive services, assist-
ance with daily activities, or other assist-
ance for seniors.

(4) The term ‘‘Council” means the Inter-
agency Council on Meeting the Housing and
Service Needs of Seniors.

(5) The term ‘‘senior” means any indi-
vidual 65 years of age or older.

SEC. 4. INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON MEETING
THE HOUSING AND SERVICE NEEDS
OF SENIORS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

in the executive branch an independent
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council to be known as the Interagency
Council on Meeting the Housing and Service
Needs of Seniors.

(b) OBJECTIVES.—The objectives of the
Council are as follows:

(1) To promote coordination and collabora-
tion among the Federal departments and
agencies involved with housing, health care,
and service needs of seniors in order to bet-
ter meet the needs of senior citizens.

(2) To identify the unique housing and
service needs faced by seniors around the
country and to recommend ways that the
Federal Government, States, State and local
governments, and others can better meet
those needs, including how to ensure that
seniors can find and afford housing that al-
lows them to access health care, transpor-
tation, nursing assistance, and assistance
with daily activities where they live or in
their communities.

(3) To facilitate the aging in place of sen-
iors, by identifying and making available the
programs and services necessary to enable
seniors to remain in their homes as they age.

(4) To improve coordination among the
housing and service related programs and
services of Federal agencies for seniors and
to make recommendations about needed
changes with an emphasis on—

(A) maximizing the impact of existing pro-
grams and services;

(B) reducing or eliminating areas of over-
lap and duplication in the provision and ac-
cessibility of such programs and services;
and

(C) making access to programs and serv-
ices easier for seniors around the country.

(5) To increase the efficiency and effective-
ness of existing housing and service related
programs and services which serve seniors.

(6) To establish an ongoing system of co-
ordination among and within such agencies
or organizations so that the housing and
service needs of seniors are met in a more ef-
ficient manner.

(¢) MEMBERSHIP.—The Council shall be
composed of the following:

(1) The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development or a designee of the Secretary.

(2) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services or a designee of the Secretary.

(3) The Secretary of Agriculture or a des-
ignee of the Secretary.

(4) The Secretary of Transportation or a
designee of the Secretary.

(5) The Secretary of Labor or a designee of
the Secretary.

(6) The Secretary of Veterans Affairs or a
designee of the Secretary.

(7) The Secretary of the Treasury or a des-
ignee of the Secretary.

(8) The Commissioner of the Social Secu-
rity Administration or a designee of the
Commissioner.

(9) The Administrator of the Centers for
Medicare and Medicaid Services or a des-
ignee of the Administrator.

(10) The Administrator of the Administra-
tion on Aging or a designee of the Adminis-
trator.

(11) The head (or designee) of any other
Federal agency as the Council considers ap-
propriate.

(12) State and local representatives knowl-
edgeable about the needs of seniors as chosen
by the Council members described in para-
graphs (1) through (11).

(d) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the
Council shall alternate between the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
and the Secretary of Health and Human
Services on an annual basis.

(e) VICE CHAIR.—Each year, the Council
shall elect a Vice Chair from among its
members.

(f) MEETINGS.—The Council shall meet at
the call of its Chairperson or a majority of
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its members at any time, and no less often
than quarterly. The Council shall hold meet-
ings with stakeholders and other interested
parties at least twice a year, so that the
opinions of such parties can be taken into
account and so that outside groups can learn
of the Council’s activities and plans.

SEC. 5. FUNCTIONS OF THE COUNCIL.

(a) RELEVANT ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out
its objectives, the Council shall—

(1) review all Federal programs and serv-
ices that assist seniors in finding, affording,
and rehabilitating housing, including those
that assist seniors in accessing health care,
transportation, supportive services, and as-
sistance with daily activities, where or close
to where seniors live;

(2) monitor, evaluate, and recommend im-
provements in existing programs and serv-
ices administered, funded, or financed by
Federal, State, and local agencies to assist
seniors in meeting their housing and service
needs and make any recommendations about
how agencies can better work to house and
serve seniors; and

(3) recommend ways—

(A) to reduce duplication among programs
and services by Federal agencies that assist
seniors in meeting their housing and service
needs;

(B) to ensure collaboration among and
within agencies in the provision and avail-
ability of programs and services so that sen-
iors are able to easily access needed pro-
grams and services;

(C) to work with States to better provide
housing and services to seniors by—

(i) holding individual meetings with State
representatives;

(ii) providing ongoing technical assistance
to States in better meeting the needs of sen-
iors; and

(iii) working with States to designate
State liaisons to the Council;

(D) to identify best practices for programs
and services that assist seniors in meeting
their housing and service needs, including
model—

(i) programs linking housing and services;

(ii) financing products offered by govern-
ment, quasi-government, and private sector
entities;

(iii) land use, zoning, and regulatory prac-
tices; and

(iv) innovations in technology applications
that give seniors access to information on
available services;

(E) to collect and disseminate information
about seniors and the programs and services
available to them to ensure that seniors can
access comprehensive information;

(F) to hold biannual meetings with stake-
holders and other interested parties (or to
hold open Council meetings) to receive input
and ideas about how to best meet the hous-
ing and service needs of seniors;

(G) to maintain an updated website of poli-
cies, meetings, best practices, programs,
services, and any other helpful information
to keep people informed of the Council’s ac-
tivities; and

(H) to work with the Federal Interagency
Forum on Aging Statistics, the Census Bu-
reau, and member agencies to collect and
maintain data relating to the housing and
service needs of seniors so that all data can
be accessed in one place and to identify and
address unmet data needs.

(b) REPORTS.—

(1) BY MEMBERS.—Each year, the head of
each agency that is a member of the Council
shall prepare and transmit to the Council a
report that describes—

(A) each program and service administered
by the agency that serves seniors and the
number of seniors served by each program or
service, the resources available in each, as
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well as a breakdown of where each program
and service can be accessed;

(B) the barriers and impediments, includ-
ing statutory or regulatory, to the access
and use of such programs and services by
seniors;

(C) the efforts made by each agency to in-
crease opportunities for seniors to find and
afford housing that meet their needs, includ-
ing how the agency is working with other
agencies to better coordinate programs and
services; and

(D) any new data collected by each agency
relating to the housing and service needs of
seniors.

(2) BY THE COUNCIL.—Each year, the Coun-
cil shall prepare and transmit to the Presi-
dent, the Senate Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs, the Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions, the House Financial Services Com-
mittee, and the House Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce a report that—

(A) summarizes the reports required in
paragraph (1);

(B) utilizes recent data to assess the na-
ture of the problems faced by seniors in
meeting their unique housing and service
needs;

(C) provides a comprehensive and detailed
description of the programs and services of
the Federal Government in meeting the
needs and problems described in subpara-
graph (B);

(D) describes the activities and accom-
plishments of the Council in working with
Federal, State, and local governments, and
private organizations in coordinating pro-
grams and services to meet the needs de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) and the re-
sources available to meet those needs;

(E) assesses the level of Federal assistance
required to meet the needs described in sub-
paragraph (B); and

(F) makes recommendations for appro-
priate legislative and administrative actions
to meet the needs described in subparagraph
(B) and for coordinating programs and serv-
ices designed to meet those needs.

SEC. 6. POWERS OF THE COUNCIL.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Council may hold such
hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive
such evidence as the Council considers advis-
able to carry out the purposes of this Act.

(b) INFORMATION FROM AGENCIES.—Agencies
which are members of the Council shall pro-
vide all requested information and data to
the Council as requested.

(c) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Council may
use the United States mails in the same
manner and under the same conditions as
other departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government.

(d) GIrFrTs.—The Council may accept, use,
and dispose of gifts or donations of services
or property.

SEC. 7. COUNCIL PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—AIll mem-
bers of the Council who are officers or em-
ployees of the United States shall serve
without compensation in addition to that re-
ceived for their services as officers or em-
ployees of the United States.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of the
Council shall be allowed travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at
rates authorized for employees of agencies
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the
performance of services for the Council.

() STAFF.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall, with-
out regard to civil service laws and regula-
tions, appoint and terminate an Executive
Director and such other additional personnel
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as may be necessary to enable the Council to
perform its duties.

(2) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Council
shall appoint an Executive Director at its
initial meeting. The Executive Director shall
be compensated at a rate not to exceed the
rate of pay payable for level V of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5316 of title 5,
United States Code.

(3) COMPENSATION.—With the approval of
the Council, the Executive Director may ap-
point and fix the compensation of such addi-
tional personnel as necessary to carry out
the duties of the Council. The rate of com-
pensation may be set without regard to the
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter II of
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to classification of positions and Gen-
eral Schedule pay rates, except that the rate
of pay may not exceed the rate payable for
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5316 of such title.

(d) TEMPORARY AND INTERMITTENT SERV-
ICES.—In carrying out its objectives, the
Council may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services of consultants and experts
under section 3109(b) of title 5, United States
Code, at rates for individuals which do not
exceed the daily equivalent of the annual
rate of basic pay prescribed for level V of the
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of
such title.

(e) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—
Upon request of the Council, any Federal
Government employee may be detailed to
the Council without reimbursement, and
such detail shall be without interruption or
loss of civil service status or privilege.

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Sec-
retary of Housing Urban Development and
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall provide the Council with such adminis-
trative and supportive services as are nec-
essary to ensure that the Council can carry
out its functions.

SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this Act, $1,500,000 for each of fiscal
years 2005 through 2010.

ELDERLY HOUSING COALITION,
Washington, DC, April 5, 2005
Re support for Interagency Council on Hous-
ing and Service Needs of Seniors.

Hon. PAUL SARBANES,

Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: The Elderly
Housing Coalition (EHC) is comprised of or-
ganizations that represent providers of af-
fordable housing and supportive service for
the elderly. We are writing in enthusiastic
support of your legislation that would estab-
lish the Interagency Council on Housing and
Service Needs of Seniors. This Council is des-
perately needed and will help federal, state
and local governments better serve the hous-
ing and service needs of our elderly popu-
lation.

According to the Congressional Commis-
sion on Affordable Housing and Health Facil-
ity Needs for Seniors in the 21st Century, we
must integrate our current fragmented sys-
tem of programs that seniors rely on to find
the housing and services they need. As the
number of seniors grows exponentially and
will, in fact, have doubled by 2030, we must
find a way to use our resources more effec-
tively.

Your bill will be a great first step to bring-
ing the key governmental agencies together
to identify how they can best work to maxi-
mize program efficiency and streamline ac-
cess. Again, we are pleased to offer our sup-
port for this legislation establishing an
interagency council and thank you for your
leadership on this issue.
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If there is anything that the Elderly Hous-
ing Coalition can do to help or if you have
any questions about the EHC please contact
Nancy Libson or Alayna Waldrum at (202)
783-2242.

Sincerely,

Alliance for Retired Americans.

American Association of Homes and Serv-
ices for the Aging.

American Association of Service Coordina-
tors.

Association of Jewish Aging Services of
North America.

B’nai B’rith International.

Catholic Charities USA.

Catholic Health Association of the United
States.

Council of Large Public Housing Authori-
ties.

Elderly Housing Development and Oper-
ations Corporation.

Kinship Caregiver
Intergenerational Village Project.

Local Initiatives Support Corporation.

National Association of Housing, Coopera-
tives.

National Association of Housing and Rede-
velopment Officials.

National Housing Conference.

National Low Income Housing Coalition.

National PACE Association.

Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Fu-
ture.

Volunteers of America.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF HOMES
AND SERVICES FOR THE AGING,
Washington, DC, April 5, 2005.
Re Interagency Council on Housing and
Service Needs of Seniors Legislation.

Hon. PAUL SARBANES,

Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: On behalf of
AAHSA, I am writing to thank you for intro-
ducing legislation to establish an Inter-
agency Council on Housing and Service
Needs of Seniors. AAHSA members serve two
million people every day through mission-
driven, not-for-profit organizations dedi-
cated to providing the services people need,
when they need them, in the place they call
home. Our members offer the continuum of
aging services: assisted living residences,
continuing care retirement communities,
nursing homes, senior housing facilities, and
outreach services. AAHSA’s mission is to
create the future of aging services through
quality the public can trust.

Half of our members own or operate feder-
ally subsidized senior apartment buildings
and work collaboratively with home and
community based service providers that op-
erate programs governed by a maze of de-
partmental regulations. This unique perspec-
tive gives us and our members a bird’s eye
view of how important it is for the various
federal agencies to work together to ensure
the best care in the most responsive and effi-
cient manner possible.

In 2002 the Commission on Affordable
Housing and Health Facility Needs for Sen-
iors in the 21st Century reported to Congress
that a top priority for the federal govern-
ment should be integrating the existing frag-
mented system of programs that seniors rely
on to piece together the housing and services
they need. Time is precious—the United
States is facing exponential growth in our
senior population, which will double by 2030.
AAHSA members have created a number of
successful models for combining services and
senior housing. Unfortunately these are lim-
ited and difficult to replicate because of the
programmatic barriers. Now is the time to
get the policymakers to the table to address
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the barriers and opportunities that exist in
our federal programs and how to make them
work.

We know that this can be done. AAHSA
strongly supports your bill, which will help
the Executive branch and Federal agencies
better coordinate the successful aging pro-
grams, as an important first step. Thank you
for your leadership. If there is anything that
AAHSA or my staff can do to support you,
please do not hesitate to let me know. I can
be reached at (202) 783-2242.

Sincerely,
LARRY MINNIX,
President and CEO.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF
SERVICE COORDINATORS,
Columbus, OH, April 5, 2005.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: On behalf of the
1,600 members of the American Association
of Service Coordinators (AASC), I want to
express our support for your proposed legis-
lation to establish an Interagency Council on
Housing and Service Needs of Seniors. AASC
believes that this bill is urgently needed to
assist service coordinators and others seek-
ing to bring together the various federal and
other programs needed by older persons and
other special populations.

In my testimony, before the Commission
on Affordable Housing and Health Facility
describing the present fragmented system, I
stated that ‘‘even for long-time profes-
sionals, the current ‘crazy-quilt’ tapestry of
services and shelter options makes it dif-
ficult to fully grasp their complexities, let
alone try to access them. The results are
confusion among consumers, duplication of
service delivery, government agencies not
knowing who supplies what service or that
some services even exist, reduction in quali-
fied service workers, regulations that impede
dedicated service providers from providing
the service they were hired and want to per-
form.”

One of AASC recommendations to the
Commission was the establishment of a cabi-
net-level department that would encompass
in one entity housing, health care and other
federal support programs serving the elderly
to better focus federal policy and regulatory
efforts, in conjunction with states and com-
munities. AASC believes that your bill is an
important step to establish a permanent na-
tional platform to address many of the cross-
cutting needs and issues confronting increas-
ing numbers of frail and wvulnerable older
persons.

As you may know, AASC is a national,
nonprofit organization representing profes-
sional service coordinators who serve low-in-
come older persons and other special popu-
lations living in federally assisted and public
housing facilities nationwide, their care-
givers, and others in their local community.
Our dedicated membership consists of serv-
ice coordinators, case managers and social
workers, housing managers and administra-
tors, housing management companies, public
housing authorities, state housing finance
agencies, state and local area agencies on
aging and a broad range of national and
state organizations and professionals in-
volved in affordable, service-enhanced hous-
ing. Background information on AASC is
available on our website:
www.servicercoordinators.org.

We are grateful for your leadership on the
vital issue. Please let me know how AASC
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can assist you to expedite enactment of this
important legislation.
Sincerely,
JANICE MONKS,
President.

ELDERLY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT &
OPERATIONS CORPORATION,
Fort Lauderdale, FL, April 5, 2005.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: I am pleased
that Elderly Housing Development and Oper-
ations Corporation (EHDOC) representing
over 40 senior housing facilities in 14 states,
is joining with other non-profit organiza-
tions involved with federally assisted senior
housing to strongly support your bill to es-
tablish an Interagency Council on Housing
and Service Needs of Seniors. We believe
that the establishment of this Interagency
Council will provide a cost-effective and effi-
cient means to promote coordination be-
tween the various federal agencies involved
with senior housing and services, particu-
larly HUD and HHS.

EHDOC is well aware of the need to im-
prove collaboration between the various fed-
eral agencies based on our efforts to assist
low-income, frail elderly in Council House in
Suitland, MD. Unfortunately, it is often dif-
ficult to link the various services needed to
enable many frail elderly to remain in their
homes as they age due to the existing frag-
mentation of federal housing, services and
health care policies and programs.

The difficulty experienced by EHDOC with
linking housing and services is repeated by
many nonprofit sponsors of federally assisted
senior housing throughout the country. As
you know, I was I honored to serve as your
appointee to the recent Commission on Af-
fordable Housing and Health Care Facilities
Needs of Older Persons. We repeatedly heard
testimony from public and private agencies
involved with senior housing, supportive
services and health care, older persons and
others, of their difficulties in bringing to-
gether these services to meet the needs of
older persons.

As stated in the Senior Commissions’ final
report, ‘‘the very heart of this Commission’s
work is the recognition that the housing and
service needs of seniors traditionally have
been addressed in different ‘worlds’ that
often fail to recognize or communicate with
each other.” Findings of the Commission
concluded ‘‘while policymakers have strug-
gled to be responsive to the needs of seniors,
the very structure of Congressional commit-
tees and Federal agencies often makes it dif-
ficult to address complex needs in a com-
prehensive and coordinated fashion. For ex-
ample: medical needs of seniors are ad-
dressed by Medicare and Medicaid; social
service needs are addressed by Medicaid, the
OAA, and other block grant programs; hous-
ing programs are administered by HUD and
the Department of Agriculture’s RHS; and
transportation programs are administered by
the U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT).”

We commend you for your leadership in ad-
dressing this critical need to effectively
bring together the various federal agencies
and others involved with affordable housing
and service needs of older persons through
the establishment of an Interagency Council
on Senior Housing. Please let me if you have
any questions or how EHDOC can assist you
with the enactment of this important legis-
lation.

Sincerely,
STEVE PROTULIS,
Executive Director.
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NATIONAL PACE ASSOCIATION,
April 5, 2005.
Hon. PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: On behalf of the
National PACE Association (NPA), I want to
express our support for your bill to establish
an Interagency Council on Housing and Serv-
ice Needs of Seniors. NPA believes that this
legislation is essential to provide effective
linkages between housing, health care and
services, and that the proposed Interagency
Council will facilitate an effective national
forum to promote coordination among key
federal agencies involved with these pro-
grams, particularly HUD, HHS, CMS, and
DOT.

As you may know, NPA represents non-
profit organizations in 21 states, including
Hopkins ElderPlus in Baltimore that are
providers of PACE—a Program of All-Inclu-
sive Care for the Elderly. PACE programs co-
ordinate and provide all needed preventive,
primary, acute and long term care services
so that older persons can continue living in
the community. PACE serves individuals
who are aged 55 or older, certified by their
state to need nursing home care, are able to
live safely in the community, and live in a
state designated PACE service area. PACE
provides a ‘‘one stop shop’ for health and
long-term care, and our members clearly un-
derstand through their extensive experience
with the holistic needs of frail elderly, the
interrelationship between housing, services,
health and long-term care.

While housing is not a direct PACE ben-
efit, our members have long recognized the
importance of housing as a vital aspect of
promoting wellness and quality of life for
older persons. In fact, nearly all PACE pro-
grams nationwide serve enrollees who reside
in public and federally assisted multifamily
senior housing, and nearly one third of our
members co-locate their PACE health care
centers with senior housing or assisted liv-
ing. Unfortunately, it is often difficult to
link housing, services and health care due to
conflicting funding streams, licensing, eligi-
bility, and other factors.

Additional background information on
PACE, NPA, and our members are available
at our website: www.npaonline.org. Our mem-
bers strongly support your bill and the
prompt establishment of an Interagency
Council on Senior Housing and Services. We
are grateful for your leadership with this ef-
fort. Please let me know if you have any
questions or how NPA can assist you with
this effort to benefit low-income, frail elder-
ly. I can be reached at 703-535-1567 or
shawnbanpaonline.org.

Sincerely,
SHAWN BLOOM,
President and CEO.

By Mr. COLEMAN:

S. 706. A bill to convey all right,
title, and interst of the United States
in and to the land described in this Act
to the Secretary of the Interior for the
Prairie Island Indian Community in
Minnestora; to the Committee on In-
dian Affairs.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 706

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Prairie Is-
land Land Conveyance Act of 2005".

SEC. 2. PRAIRIE ISLAND LAND CONVEYANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Army shall convey all right, title, and inter-
est of the United States in and to the land
described in subsection (b), including all im-
provements, cultural resources, and sites on
the land, subject to the flowage and slough-
ing easement described in subsection (d) and
to the conditions stated in subsection (f), to
the Secretary of the Interior, to be—

(1) held in trust by the United States for
the benefit of the Prairie Island Indian Com-
munity in Minnesota; and

(2) included in the Prairie Island Indian
Community Reservation in Goodhue County,
Minnesota.

(b) LAND DESCRIPTION.—The land to be con-
veyed under subsection (a) is the approxi-
mately 1290 acres of land associated with the
Lock and Dam #3 on the Mississippi River in
Goodhue County, Minnesota, located in
tracts identified as GO-251, GO-252, GO-271,
GO-277, GO-278, GO-284, GO-301 through GO-
313, GO-314A, GO-314B, GO-329, GO-330A, GO-
330B, GO-331A, GO-331B, GO-331C, GO-332,
GO-333, GO-334, GO-335A, GO-335B, GO-336
through G0-338, GO-339A, GO-339B, GO-339C,
GO-339D, GO-339E, GO-340A, GO-340B, GO-
358, GO-359A, GO-359B, GO-359C, GO-359D,
and GO-360, as depicted on the map entitled
“United States Army Corps of Engineers sur-
vey map of the Upper Mississippi River 9-
Foot Project, Lock & Dam No. 3 (Red Wing),
Land & Flowage Rights” and dated Decem-
ber 1936.

(c) BOUNDARY SURVEY.—Not later than 5
years after the date of conveyance under
subsection (a), the boundaries of the land
conveyed shall be surveyed as provided in
section 2115 of the Revised Statutes (25
U.S.C. 176).

(d) EASEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corps of Engineers
shall retain a flowage and sloughing ease-
ment for the purpose of navigation and pur-
poses relating to the Lock and Dam No. 3
project over the portion of the land described
in subsection (b) that lies below the ele-
vation of 676.0.

(2) INCLUSIONS.—The easement retained
under paragraph (1) includes—

(A) the perpetual right to overflow, flood,
and submerge property as the District Engi-
neer determines to be necessary in connec-
tion with the operation and maintenance of
the Mississippi River Navigation Project;
and

(B) the continuing right to clear and re-
move any brush, debris, or natural obstruc-
tions that, in the opinion of the District En-
gineer, may be detrimental to the project.

(e) OWNERSHIP OF STURGEON LAKE BED UN-
AFFECTED.—Nothing in this section dimin-
ishes or otherwise affects the title of the
State of Minnesota to the bed of Sturgeon
Lake located within the tracts of land de-
scribed in subsection (b).

(f) CONDITIONS.—The conveyance under
subsection (a) is subject to the conditions
that the Prairie Island Indian Community
shall not—

(1) use the conveyed land for human habi-
tation;

(2) construct any structure on the land
without the written approval of the District
Engineer; or

(3) conduct gaming (within the meaning of
section 4 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory
Act (25 U.S.C. 2703)) on the land.

(g) No EFFECT ON ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN
PROJECTS.—Notwithstanding the conveyance
under subsection (a), the land shall continue
to be eligible for environmental management
planning and other recreational or natural
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resource development projects on the same
basis as before the conveyance.

(h) EFFECT OF SECTION.—Nothing in this
section diminishes or otherwise affects the
rights granted to the United States pursuant
to letters of July 23, 1937, and November 20,
1937, from the Secretary of the Interior to
the Secretary of War and the letters of the
Secretary of War in response to the Sec-
retary of the Interior dated August 18, 1937,
and November 27, 1937, under which the Sec-
retary of the Interior granted certain rights
to the Corps of Engineers to overflow the
portions of Tracts A, B, and C that lie within
the Mississippi River 9-Foot Channel Project
boundary and as more particularly shown
and depicted on the map entitled ‘‘United
States Army Corps of Engineers survey map
of the TUpper Mississippi River 9-Foot
Project, Lock & Dam No. 3 (Red Wing), Land
& Flowage Rights’’ and dated December 1936.

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself
and Mr. DODD):

S. 707. A bill to reduce preterm labor
and delivery and the risk of pregnancy-
related deaths and complications due
to pregnancy, and to reduce infant
mortality caused by prematurity; to
the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor and Pensions.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
today I am reintroducing the Pre-
maturity Research Expansion and Edu-
cation for Mothers who deliver Infants
Early Act, or PREEMIE Act. This bi-
partisan bill expands research into the
causes and prevention of prematurity,
babies born 3 weeks or more early, and
increases education and support serv-
ices related to prematurity. I am
pleased that Senator DoODD is once
again my partner on this legislation
and we hope the Senate will pass the
PREEMIE Act in this Congress.

In June 2004, the Subcommittee on
Children and Families, which I chaired,
held a hearing to learn about the prob-
lem of premature birth. Unfortunately,
Tennessee has the fourth highest rate
of premature birth in the country.
Fourteen percent of Tennessee babies
are born prematurely. In an average
week in Tennessee, 210 babies are born
prematurely. Premature infants are 14
times more likely to die in the first
year of life. It is the No. 1 cause of in-
fant death in the first month of life.
Premature babies who survive may suf-
fer lifelong consequences including:
cerebral palsy, mental retardation,
chronic lung disease, and vision and
hearing loss.

In February 2004, the National Center
for Health Statistics, NCHS, reported
the first increase in the U.S. infant
mortality rate since 1958, from 6.8 in-
fant deaths per 1,000 live births in 2001
to 7.0 in 2000. This increase is ex-
tremely disturbing because the infant
mortality rate is a measure of the
health of society. NCHS subsequently
reported that 61 percent of this in-
crease in infant mortality was due to
an increase in the birth of premature
and low birthweight babies. Almost
half the cases of premature birth have
no known cause—any pregnant woman
is at risk. We must address this issue.

Finally, this is a costly problem. In
2002, the estimated charges for hospital
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stays for infants with a diagnosis of
preterm birth or low birthweight,
LBW, were $15.5 billion. The average
hospital charge per infant stay with a
principal diagnosis of prematurity/
LBW was $79,000, with an average hos-
pital stay of 24.2 days. Hospital charges
for newborn stays without complica-
tions averaged $1,500 in 2002, with an
average hospital stay of 2.0 days. Em-
ployers carry much of the burden. Al-
most half of that $15.56 billion was
billed to employers or other private in-
surers, according to the March of
Dimes. The other half is billed to Med-
icaid.

As a nation, we must address this
problem. The PREEMIE Act calls for
expanding Federal research related to
preterm labor and delivery and increas-
ing public and provider education and
support services. It is supported by the
March of Dimes, the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics, the American Col-
lege of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, the Association of Women’s
Health, Obstetric and Neonatal Nurses,
and many others.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
the fight to ensure a healthy start for
all of American’s children by cospon-
soring and working with me for pas-
sage of the PREEMIE Act during this
Congress.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 707

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Prematurity
Research Expansion and Education for Moth-
ers who deliver Infants Early Act’” or the
“PREEMIE Act”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Premature birth is a serious and grow-
ing problem. The rate of preterm birth in-
creased 27 percent between 1982 and 2002
(from 9.4 percent to 11.9 percent). In 2001,
more than 480,000 babies were born pre-
maturely in the United States.

(2) Preterm birth accounts for 24 percent of
deaths in the first month of life.

(3) Premature infants are 14 times more
likely to die in the first year of life.

(4) Premature babies who survive may suf-
fer lifelong consequences, including cerebral
palsy, mental retardation, chronic lung dis-
ease, and vision and hearing loss.

(5) Preterm and low birthweight birth is a
significant financial burden in health care.
The estimated charges for hospital stays for
infants with any diagnosis of prematurity/
low birthweight were $15,500,000,000 in 2002.
The average lifetime medical costs of a pre-
mature baby are conservatively estimated at
$500,000.

(6) The proportion of preterm infants born
to African-American mothers (17.3 percent)
was significantly higher compared to the
rate of infants born to white mothers (10.6
percent). Prematurity or low birthweight is
the leading cause of death for African-Amer-
ican infants.

(7) The cause of approximately half of all
premature births is unknown.

(8) Women who smoke during pregnancy
are twice as likely as nonsmokers to give
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birth to a low birthweight baby. Babies born
to smokers weigh, on average, 200 grams less
than nonsmokers’ babies.

(9) To reduce the rates of preterm labor
and delivery more research is needed on the
underlying causes of preterm delivery, the
development of treatments for prevention of
preterm birth, and treatments improving
outcomes for infants born preterm.

(b) PURPOSES.—It the purpose of this Act
to—

(1) reduce rates of preterm labor and deliv-
ery;

(2) work toward an evidence-based stand-
ard of care for pregnant women at risk of
preterm labor or other serious complica-
tions, and for infants born preterm and at a
low birthweight; and

(3) reduce infant mortality and disabilities
caused by prematurity.

SEC. 3. RESEARCH RELATING TO PRETERM
LABOR AND DELIVERY AND THE
CARE, TREATMENT, AND OUTCOMES
OF PRETERM AND LOW BIRTH-
WEIGHT INFANTS.

(a) GENERAL EXPANSION OF NIH RE-
SEARCH.—Part B of title IV of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 409J. EXPANSION AND COORDINATION OF

RESEARCH RELATING TO PRETERM
LABOR AND DELIVERY AND INFANT
MORTALITY.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of NIH
shall expand, intensify, and coordinate the
activities of the National Institutes of
Health with respect to research on the
causes of preterm labor and delivery, infant
mortality, and improving the care and treat-
ment of preterm and low birthweight in-
fants.

“(b) AUTHORIZATION OF RESEARCH NET-
WORKS.—There shall be established within
the National Institutes of Health a Mater-
nal-Fetal Medicine Units Network and a
Neonatal Research Units Network. In com-
plying with this subsection, the Director of
NIH shall utilize existing networks.

‘“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, such sums as may be
necessary for each of fiscal years 2005
through 2009.”.

(b) GENERAL EXPANSION OF CDC RE-
SEARCH.—Section 301 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 241 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) The Director of the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention shall expand,
intensify, and coordinate the activities of
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion with respect to preterm labor and deliv-
ery and infant mortality.”.

(c) STUDY ON ASSISTED REPRODUCTION
TECHNOLOGIES.—Section 1004(c) of the Chil-
dren’s Health Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-310)
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
and inserting *‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) consider the impact of assisted repro-
duction technologies on the mother’s and
children’s health and development.”’.

(d) STUDY ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRE-
MATURITY AND BIRTH DEFECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention shall
conduct a study on the relationship between
prematurity, birth defects, and develop-
mental disabilities.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention shall submit to the appropriate
committees of Congress a report concerning
the results of the study conducted under
paragraph (1).
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(e) REVIEW OF PREGNANCY RISK ASSESS-
MENT MONITORING SURVEY.—The Director of
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion shall conduct a review of the Pregnancy
Risk Assessment Monitoring Survey to en-
sure that the Survey includes information
relative to medical care and intervention re-
ceived, in order to track pregnancy outcomes
and reduce instances of preterm birth.

(f) STUDY ON THE HEALTH AND ECONOMIC
CONSEQUENCES OF PRETERM BIRTH.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health in conjunction
with the Director of the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention shall enter into a
contract with the Institute of Medicine of
the National Academy of Sciences for the
conduct of a study to define and address the
health and economic consequences of
preterm birth. In conducting the study, the
Institute of Medicine shall—

(A) review and assess the epidemiology of
premature birth and low birthweight, and
the associated maternal and child health ef-
fects in the United States, with attention
paid to categories of gestational age, plu-
rality, maternal age, and racial or ethnic
disparities;

(B) review and describe the spectrum of
short and long-term disability and health-re-
lated quality of life associated with pre-
mature births and the impact on maternal
health, health care and quality of life, fam-
ily employment, caregiver issues, and other
social and financial burdens;

(C) assess the direct and indirect costs as-
sociated with premature birth, including
morbidity, disability, and mortality;

(D) identify gaps and provide recommenda-
tions for feasible systems of monitoring and
assessing associated economic and quality of
life burdens associated with prematurity;

(E) explore the implications of the burden
of premature births for national health pol-
icy;

(F) identify community outreach models
that are effective in decreasing prematurity
rates in communities;

(G) consider options for addressing, as ap-
propriate, the allocation of public funds to
biomedical and behavioral research, the
costs and benefits of preventive interven-
tions, public health, and access to health
care; and

(H) provide recommendations on best prac-
tices and interventions to prevent premature
birth, as well as the most promising areas of
research to further prevention efforts.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date on which the contract is entered
into under paragraph (1), the Institute of
Medicine shall submit to the Director of the
National Institutes of Health, the Director of
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, and the appropriate committees of Con-
gress a report concerning the results of the
study conducted under such paragraph.

(g) EVALUATION OF NATIONAL CORE PER-
FORMANCE MEASURES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Health Resources and Services Administra-
tion shall conduct an assessment of the cur-
rent national core performance measures and
national core outcome measures utilized
under the Maternal and Child Health Block
Grant under title V of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) for purposes of ex-
panding such measures to include some of
the known risk factors of low birthweight
and prematurity, including the percentage of
infants born to pregnant women who smoked
during pregnancy.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator of the Health Resources and
Services Administration shall submit to the
appropriate committees of Congress a report
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concerning the results of the evaluation con-

ducted under paragraph (1).

SEC. 4. PUBLIC AND HEALTH CARE PROVIDER
EDUCATION AND SUPPORT SERV-
ICES.

Part P of title III of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 280g et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 3990. PUBLIC AND HEALTH CARE PRO-
VIDER EDUCATION AND SUPPORT
SERVICES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, directly
or through the awarding of grants to public
or private nonprofit entities, shall conduct a
demonstration project to improve the provi-
sion of information on prematurity to health
professionals and other health care providers
and the public.

‘““(b) ACTIVITIES.—Activities to be carried
out under the demonstration project under
subsection (a) shall include the establish-
ment of programs—

‘(1) to provide information and education
to health professionals, other health care
providers, and the public concerning—

‘“(A) the signs of preterm labor, updated as
new research results become available;

‘“(B) the screening for and the treating of
infections;

‘“(C) counseling on optimal weight and
good nutrition, including folic acid;

“(D) smoking cessation education and
counseling; and

‘“(E) stress management; and

“(2) to improve the treatment and out-
comes for babies born premature, including
the use of evidence-based standards of care
by health care professionals for pregnant
women at risk of preterm labor or other seri-
ous complications and for infants born
preterm and at a low birthweight.

‘‘(c) REQUIREMENT.—Any program or activ-
ity funded under this section shall be evi-
dence-based.

‘‘(d) NICU FAMILY SUPPORT PROGRAMS.—
The Secretary shall conduct, through the
awarding of grants to public and nonprofit
private entities, projects to respond to the
emotional and informational needs of fami-
lies during the stay of an infant in a neo-
natal intensive care unit, during the transi-
tion of the infant to the home, and in the
event of a newborn death. Activities under
such projects may include providing books
and videos to families that provide informa-
tion about the neonatal intensive care unit
experience, and providing direct services
that provide emotional support within the
neonatal intensive care unit setting.

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, such sums as may be
necessary for each of fiscal years 2005
through 2009.”.

SEC. 5. INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COUNCIL
ON PREMATURITY AND LOW BIRTH-
WEIGHT.

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec-
tion to stimulate multidisciplinary research,
scientific exchange, and collaboration among
the agencies of the Department of Health
and Human Services and to assist the De-
partment in targeting efforts to achieve the
greatest advances toward the goal of reduc-
ing prematurity and low birthweight.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of
Health and Human Services shall establish
an Interagency Coordinating Council on Pre-
maturity and Low Birthweight (referred to
in this section as the Council) to carry out
the purpose of this section.

(c) CoMPOSITION.—The Council shall be
composed of members to be appointed by the
Secretary, including representatives of—

(1) the agencies of the Department of
Health and Human Services; and

(2) voluntary health care organizations, in-
cluding grassroots advocacy organizations,
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providers of specialty obstetrical and pedi-
atric care, and researcher organizations.

(d) AcTIviTIES.—The Council shall—

(1) annually report to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services on current De-
partmental activities relating to pre-
maturity and low birthweight;

(2) plan and hold a conference on pre-
maturity and low birthweight under the
sponsorship of the Surgeon General;

(3) establish a consensus research plan for
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices on prematurity and low birthweight;

(4) report to the Secretary of Health and
Human Services and the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress on recommendations de-
rived from the conference held under para-
graph (2) and on the status of Departmental
research activities concerning prematurity
and low birthweight;

(5) carry out other activities determined
appropriate by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services; and

(6) oversee the coordination of the imple-
mentation of this Act.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this Act, such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of fiscal years 2005 through
2009.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to join Senator ALEXANDER in re-
introducing the Prematurity Research
Expansion and Education for Mothers
Who Deliver Infants Early (PREEMIE)
Act—Ilegislation intended to address
the growing crisis of premature birth
in our nation.

I think when many of us hear about
a baby being born early, we don’t give
much thought to what it means. After
all, it is not all that uncommon—I'm
sure that almost all of my colleagues
knows someone born prematurely.
Thanks to modem medicine it is also
not uncommon for a baby born early to
end up healthy and happy.

But this feeling that prematurity is
somehow ‘‘normal’” or to be expected
masks a growing health crisis. Pre-
maturity has real consequences in
health and economic terms. We need to
bring to light this issue that affects
some of the most vulnerable members
of our society: newborn babies.

As a member of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions (HELP)
Committee I, along with my col-
leagues, have devoted much time and
effort to improving the health of our
nation’s children and infants. And yet
despite our efforts, the problem of pre-
maturity continues to persist and even
grow. What is so striking about pre-
maturity is how many parents face
these enormous emotional and finan-
cial burdens. Nearly 1 out of every 8 ba-
bies in the United States is born pre-
maturely—that’s 1,300 babies each day,
and over 470,000 each year (including
more than 4,000 in my home state of
Connecticut).

Despite all of the health care ad-
vances of the last decades, the problem
of prematurity is not in any way abat-
ing. According to recent data released
by the National Center for Health Sta-
tistics, in 2002 the infant mortality
rate actually increased for the first
time since 1958. Much of this increase
is attributable to infant death in the
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first month of Ilife—of which pre-
maturity is the leading cause. Since
1981, the premature birth rate has in-
creased by 27 percent. This stands in
stark contrast to some of the breath-
taking medical discoveries of the past
two decades. We can now treat and
even cure many types of cancer, but we
can’t prevent babies from being born
too soon.

Mr. President, the consequences of
prematurity are devastating. As I men-
tioned earlier, it is the leading cause of
neonatal death—a tragedy that no fam-
ily should have to face. For those in-
fants that survive, a lifetime of severe
health problems is not uncommon. Pre-
maturity has been linked to such long-
term health problems as cerebral palsy,
mental retardation, chronic lung dis-
ease, and vision and hearing loss. Pre-
mature babies have the deck stacked
against them from the moment they
are born. And even in the fortunate
cases where there are no life-long
health consequences, the experience of
a premature birth takes an enormous
emotional toll on a family.

Prematurity also carries a signifi-
cant economic cost. According to a re-
cent study conducted by the March of
Dimes, hospitalizations due to pre-
maturity cost a total of $15.5 billion
during the year 2002—accounting for
nearly half of all hospital charges for
infants in this country. And this num-
ber does not even include the cost of
care for problems later in life resulting
from a premature birth. Much of this
cost falls on employers who are already
bearing the weight of skyrocketing
health care costs.

Given the emotional and economic
toll that prematurity takes on this
country, we know remarkably little
about why it happens, and how it can
be prevented. Some of the risk factors
associated with preterm birth are
known, including advanced age of the
mother, smoking, and certain chronic
diseases. But nearly 50 percent of all
premature births have no known cause.
And because we know so little about
the causes of prematurity, we also do
not know how to prevent it.

For such a large (and growing) prob-
lem, it is astounding how little we
know. It is critical that we make a na-
tional commitment to solving this puz-
zle. We must do everything we can to
expand research—both public and pri-
vate—into the root causes of pre-
maturity.

Senator ALEXANDER and I are intro-
ducing the PREEMIE Act for precisely
this reason. Our bill would coordinate
and expand research related to pre-
maturity at the Federal level. It would
also educate health care providers and
the general public about the risks of
prematurity, and measures that can be
taken before and during pregnancy to
prevent it. Pregnant mothers need to
know the warning signs and symptoms
of premature labor—and they need to
know what to do if they begin to notice
those signs.

Finally, because we will never elimi-
nate prematurity completely, our leg-
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islation would provide support services
to families impacted by a premature
birth. As we’re investigating the causes
of prematurity and increasing aware-
ness in expectant parents, we need to
reach out to the mothers and fathers
across our country whose children are
born too soon. We need to give them
emotional support during the difficult
days, weeks, and months that often fol-
low a premature birth. We need to
make sure that the doctors, nurses, and
other hospital staff who care for pre-
mature babies are sensitive to the
needs of their parents, their brothers,
and their sisters. And we need to make
sure that when the time finally comes
to bring a premature baby home, par-
ents have all the information they need
to make that transition.

It is my hope that this legislation
will complement and support some of
the efforts going on in the private sec-
tor—such as the March of Dimes ambi-
tious campaign to increase public
awareness and reduce the rate of
preterm birth. I urge all of my col-
leagues to join us in support of this im-
portant legislation.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and
Mr. SMITH):

S. 708. A Dbill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide
medicare beneficiaries with access to
information concerning the quality of
care provided by skilled nursing facili-
ties and to provide incentives to
skilled nursing facilities to improve
the quality of care provided by those
facilities by linking the amount of pay-
ment under the medicare program to
quality reporting and performance re-
quirements, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Finance.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Long Term Care
Quality and Consumer Information Im-
provement Act of 2005. Medicare spend-
ing for skilled nursing facilities grew
rapidly during the late 1980s and 1990s
increasing from almost $4 billion in
1992 to $12.9 billion in 1997. While
spending has increased under Medicare,
there has not been an effort to reward
skilled nursing facilities that have pro-
vided exceptional care to seniors.

The bill I am introducing today with
my colleague from Oregon, Senator
WYDEN, will establish a system to re-
ward skilled nursing facilities that pro-
vide exceptional care. We should take
steps to ensure that skilled nursing fa-
cilities that are providing the best care
be rewarded. We must also create in-
centives for other facilities to strive to
provide excellent care.

The Long Term Care Quality and
Consumer Information Improvement
Act of 2005 directs the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to estab-
lish 10 to 15 quality measures for
skilled nursing facilities. While estab-
lishing these measures, the Secretary
must consult with residents of skilled
nursing facilities, patient advocacy or-
ganizations, state regulatory rep-
resentatives, representatives from the
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skilled nursing facility industry and
quality measure experts. The quality
ratings for the facilities will then be
published on the Centers for Medicare
and Medicaid Services’ website and
published in newspapers with a na-
tional circulation.

The quality measures created by this
bill will be used as an incentive for fa-
cilities to provide excellent -care.
Skilled nursing facilities that submit
data shall receive a full market basket
update and starting in fiscal year 2006
skilled nursing facilities that are in
the top 10 percent of facilities will re-
ceive a 2 percent payment bonus.
Skilled nursing facilities that are
below the top 10 percent, but within
the top 20 percent shall receive a one
percent payment bonus.

The increased public disclosure of fa-
cility-specific quality data and the fi-
nancial incentives included in this bill
will spur competition and improved
performance in skilled nursing facili-
ties. I believe that we need to help the
77 million elderly and disabled Ameri-
cans who are in nursing homes by mak-
ing sure they receive the highest qual-
ity care possible.

Mr. President, I look forward to
working with my fellow Senators and
with the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee on this important bill in the up-
coming months, and I urge my col-
leagues to join us in support of this
legislation.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss a bill I am introducing today,
“The Long Term Care Quality and Con-
sumer Information Act”.

As we begin discussions on how to as-
sure that we reward quality health
care, I believe we need to include long
term care as part of that discussion.
Nursing homes sever some of the most
vulnerable among us, and assuring
quality of care is encouraged and re-
warded is important. I hope that this
bill will spark a serious debate about
how we pay for quality care. This pro-
posal establishes a voluntary system
under which nursing homes providing
better quality of care would receive
higher payment and in turn would pro-
vide more information about the qual-
ity of care provided. Information would
include nurse staffing ratios and would
be made public to consumers and their
families.

Historically, Americans have been
paying the same for quality health care
as for mediocre care. Efforts have been
made by some in the private sector to
better recognize and provide incentives
for those providers who consistently
provide a higher level of care. The In-
stitute of Medicine in its report ‘‘Lead-
ing by Example,”’ declared the govern-
ment should take the lead in improving
health care by giving financial rewards
to hospitals and doctors who improve
care for beneficiaries in six Federal
programs, including Medicare and Med-
icaid and the Veterans Health Adminis-
tration. The IOM report also said the
government should collect and make
available to the public data comparing
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the quality of care among poviders.
The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services has begun pilot programs. I
think nursing homes should also be an
area in which we explore payment poli-
cies that regard those providing a high-
er quality of care.

I look forward to continuing the dis-
cussion with all stakeholders about
these concepts so we can assure a high
level of care and find ways to help pro-
viders improve the level of care they
provide.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.
REED, Mr. BURR, and Mr. DODD):

S. 709. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish a grant
program to provide supportive services
in permanent supportive housing for
chronically homeless individuals, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, today I
rise with my colleague, Senator JACK
REED, to reintroduce the Services for
Ending Long-Term Homelessness Act. I
would like to thank Senator REED for
his support in introducing this bill and
for his dedication and commitment to
this issue. I also would like to thank
Senator BURR for his work on this bill.
Senator BURR introduced a similar
version of this bill when he was a mem-
ber of the House of Representatives. I
appreciate his support and the support
of Senator DODD, as well. Both are co-
sponsors of this legislation.

The chronically homeless represent
about 10 percent of the entire homeless
population, but consume a majority of
the services. There are approximately
200,000 to 250,000 people who experience
chronic homelessness. Those numbers
include the heads of families, as well.

Tragically, for these individuals, the
periods of homelessness are measured
in years—not weeks or months. They
tend to have disabling health and be-
havioral health problems: 40 percent
have substance abuse disorders, 25 per-
cent have a physical disability, and 20
percent have serious mental illness.
These factors often contribute to a per-
son becoming homeless, in the first
place, and are certainly an impediment
to overcoming it.

The President has set a goal of end-
ing chronic homelessness in 10 years.
The President’s New Freedom Commis-
sion on Mental Health, chaired by the
Ohio Department of Mental Health Di-
rector, Mike Hogan, recommended that
a comprehensive program be created to
facilitate access to permanent sup-
portive housing for individuals and
families who are chronically homeless.
This recommendation is so important
because affordable housing, alone, is
not enough for this hard to reach
group. And, temporary shelter-housing
does not provide the stability and serv-
ices needed to provide long-term posi-
tive outcomes. Only supportive hous-
ing, where the chronically homeless
can receive shelter and services, such
as mental health and substance abuse
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treatment, has been effective in de-
creasing their chances of returning to
the streets and increasing their
chances for leading productive lives.

Not only is it right to help this group
of hard to reach individuals, but it is
also fiscally responsible. This group is
one of the most expensive groups to
serve. As I mentioned previously, they
represent 10 percent of the overall
homeless population, however, they
consume a majority of homeless serv-
ices. They consume the most emer-
gency housing and health care services,
which are also the most costly to pro-
vide. By encouraging supportive hous-
ing, we are providing the services nec-
essary for these individuals and fami-
lies to really get back on their feet. We
can either continue to provide expen-
sive emergency services to these needy
people or we can give them the right
kind of help—the type of help they
need for their long-term well-being and
the long-term well-being of our com-
munities.

Unfortunately, current programs for
funding services in permanent sup-
portive housing, other than those ad-
ministered by the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, were not
designed to be coordinated with hous-
ing programs. These programs also
were not designed to meet the chal-
lenging needs of this specific subgroup
of the homeless. That is why the bill
we are introducing today would provide
the authorization to fund services for
supportive housing by providing grants
which can be used with existing pro-
grams through HUD and state and local
communities.

Our bill also would encourage those
who provide services to the chronically
homeless, such as SAMHSA within the
Department of Health and Human
Services, to work with and coordinate
their efforts with those who provide
the physical housing, such as HUD.
Under the current administration,
these two departments have started to
truly coordinate their efforts, and this
bill would encourage and support that
continued collaboration.

This is a good bill, Mr. President, and
it could make a real difference in the
lives of so many individuals in need. I
ask my colleagues to join us in sup-
port.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of my bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 709

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Services for
Ending Long-Term Homelessness Act’’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Nationally, there are approximately
200,000 to 250,000 people who experience
chronic homelessness, including some fami-
lies with children. Chronically homeless peo-
ple often live in shelters or on the streets for
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years at a time, experience repeated episodes
of homelessness without achieving housing
stability, or cycle between homelessness,
jails, mental health facilities, and hospitals.

(2) The President’s New Freedom Commis-
sion on Mental Health recommended the de-
velopment and implementation of a com-
prehensive plan designed to facilitate access
to 150,000 units of permanent supportive
housing for consumers and families who are
chronically homeless. The Commission found
that affordable housing alone is insufficient
for many people with severe mental illness,
and that flexible, mobile, individualized sup-
port services are also necessary to support
and sustain consumers in their housing.

(3) Congress and the President have set a
goal of ending chronic homelessness in 10
years.

(4) Permanent supportive housing is a
proven and cost effective solution to chronic
homelessness. A recent study by the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania found that each unit of
supportive housing for homeless people with
mental illness in New York City resulted in
public savings of $16,281 per year in systems
of care such as mental health, human serv-
ices, health care, veterans’ affairs, and cor-
rections.

(5) Current programs for funding services
in permanent supportive housing, other than
those administered by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, were not
designed to be closely coordinated with hous-
ing resources, nor were they designed to
meet the multiple needs of people who are
chronically homeless.

SEC. 3. DUTIES OF ADMINISTRATOR OF SUB-
STANCE ABUSE AND MENTAL
HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRA-
TION.

Section 501(d) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 290aa(d)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (17), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (18), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(19) collaborate with Federal departments
and programs that are part of the Presi-
dent’s Interagency Council on Homelessness,
particularly the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the Department of
Labor, and the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and with other agencies within the De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
particularly the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration, the Administration on
Children and Families, and the Centers for
Medicare and Medicaid Services, to design
national strategies for providing services in
supportive housing that will assist in ending
chronic homelessness and to implement pro-
grams that address chronic homelessness.”.
SEC. 4. GRANTS FOR SERVICES FOR CHRON-

ICALLY HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS IN
SUPPORTIVE HOUSING.

Title V of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 290aa et seq.) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“PART J—GRANTS FOR SERVICES TO END
CHRONIC HOMELESSNESS
“SEC. 596. GRANTS FOR SERVICES TO END
CHRONIC HOMELESSNESS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—

‘(1) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make
grants to entities described in paragraph (2)
for the purpose of carrying out projects to
provide the services described in subsection
(d) to chronically homeless individuals in
permanent supportive housing.

‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), an entity described in this
paragraph is—

“(A) a State or political subdivision of a
State, an Indian tribe or tribal organization,
or a public or nonprofit private entity, in-
cluding a community-based provider of
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homelessness services, health care, housing,
or other services important to individuals
experiencing chronic homelessness; or

‘(B) a consortium composed of entities de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), which consor-
tium includes a public or nonprofit private
entity that serves as the lead applicant and
has responsibility for coordinating the ac-
tivities of the consortium.

‘“(b) PRIORITIES.—In making grants under
subsection (a), the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to applicants demonstrating that the
applicants—

‘(1) target funds to individuals or families
who—

‘“(A) have been homeless for longer periods
of time or have experienced more episodes of
homelessness than are required to meet the
definition of chronic homelessness under this
section;

‘“(B) have high rates of utilization of emer-
gency public systems of care; or

‘“(C) have a history of interactions with
law enforcement and the criminal justice
system;

‘“(2) have greater funding commitments
from State or local government agencies re-
sponsible for overseeing mental health treat-
ment, substance abuse treatment, medical
care, and employment (including commit-
ments to provide Federal funds in accord-
ance with subsection (e)(2)(B)(ii));

“(3) will provide for an increase in the
number of units of permanent supportive
housing that would serve chronically home-
less individuals in the community as a result
of an award of a grant under subsection (a);
and

‘“(4) have demonstrated experience pro-
viding services to address the mental health
and substance abuse problems of chronically
homeless individuals living in permanent
supportive housing settings.

‘(c) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that consideration is
given to geographic distribution (such as
urban and rural areas) in the awarding of
grants under subsection (a).

‘“(d) SERVICES.—The services referred to in
subsection (a) are the following:

‘(1) Services provided by the grantee or by
qualified subcontractors that promote recov-
ery and self-sufficiency and address barriers
to housing stability, including but not lim-
ited to the following:

‘““(A) Mental health services, including
treatment and recovery support services.

‘(B) Substance abuse treatment and recov-
ery support services, including counseling,
treatment planning, recovery coaching, and
relapse prevention.

“(C) Integrated, coordinated treatment and
recovery support services for co-occurring
disorders.

‘(D) Health education, including referrals
for medical and dental care.

“(BE) Services designed to help individuals
make progress toward self-sufficiency and
recovery, including ©benefits advocacy,
money management, life-skills training, self-
help programs, and engagement and motiva-
tional interventions.

“(F) Parental skills and family support.

‘(G) Case management.

‘““(H) Other supportive services that pro-
mote an end to chronic homelessness.

‘“(I) Coordination or partnership with other
agencies, programs, or mainstream benefits
to maximize the availability of services and
resources to meet the needs of chronically
homeless persons living in supportive hous-
ing using cost-effective approaches that
avoid duplication.

‘(J) Data collection and measuring per-
formance outcomes as specified in subsection
(k).

‘“(2) Services, as described in paragraph (1),
that are delivered to individuals and families
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who are chronically homeless and who are
scheduled to become residents of permanent
supportive housing within 90 days pending
the location or development of an appro-
priate unit of housing.

‘“(3) For individuals and families who are
otherwise eligible, and who have voluntarily
chosen to seek other housing opportunities
after a period of tenancy in supportive hous-
ing, services, as described in paragraph (1),
that are delivered, for a period of 90 days
after exiting permanent supportive housing
or until the individuals have transitioned to
comprehensive services adequate to meet
their current needs, provided that the pur-
pose of the services is to support the individ-
uals in their choice to transition into hous-
ing that is responsive to their individual
needs and preferences.

‘“(e) MATCHING FUNDS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A condition for the re-
ceipt of a grant under subsection (a) is that,
with respect to the cost of the project to be
carried out by an applicant pursuant to such
subsection, the applicant agree as follows:

‘“(A) In the case of the initial grant pursu-
ant to subsection (j)(1)(A), the applicant will,
in accordance with paragraphs (2) and (3),
make available contributions toward such
costs in an amount that is not less than $1
for each $3 of Federal funds provided in the
grant.

‘(B) In the case of a renewal grant pursu-
ant to subsection (j)(1)(B), the applicant will,
in accordance with paragraphs (2) and (3),
make available contributions toward such
costs in an amount that is not less than $1
for each $1 of Federal funds provided in the
grant.

‘“(2) SOURCE OF CONTRIBUTION.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), contributions made
by an applicant are in accordance with this
paragraph if made as follows:

‘“(A) The contribution is made from funds
of the applicant or from donations from pub-
lic or private entities.

‘“(B) Of the contribution—

‘(i) not less than 80 percent is from non-
Federal funds; and

‘(ii) not more than 20 percent is from Fed-
eral funds provided under programs that—

‘“(I) are not expressly directed at services
for homeless individuals, but whose purposes
are broad enough to include the provision of
a service or services described in subsection
(d) as authorized expenditures under such
program; and

‘(II) do not prohibit Federal funds under
the program from being used to provide a
contribution that is required as a condition
for obtaining Federal funds.

‘“(3) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT CONTRIB-
UTED.—Contributions required in paragraph
(1) may be in cash or in kind, fairly evalu-
ated, including plant, equipment, or services.
Amounts provided by the Federal Govern-
ment, or services assisted or subsidized to
any significant extent by the Federal Gov-
ernment, may not be included in deter-
mining the amount of non-Federal contribu-
tions required in paragraph (2)(B)(@i).

“(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—A condi-
tion for the receipt of a grant under sub-
section (a) is that the applicant involved
agree that not more than 10 percent of the
grant will be expended for administrative ex-
penses with respect to the grant. Expenses
for data collection and measuring perform-
ance outcomes as specified in subsection (k)
shall not be considered as administrative ex-
penses subject to the limitation in this sub-
section.

‘“(g) CERTAIN USES OF FUNDS.—Notwith-
standing other provisions of this section, a
grantee under subsection (a) may expend not
more than 20 percent of the grant to provide
the services described in subsection (d) to
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homeless individuals who are not chronically
homeless.

“(h) APPLICATION FOR GRANT.—A grant
may be made under subsection (a) only if an
application for the grant is submitted to the
Secretary and the application is in such
form, is made in such manner, and contains
such agreements, assurances, and informa-
tion as the Secretary determines to be nec-
essary to carry out this section.

‘(i) CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS.—A condition
for the receipt of a grant under subsection
(a) is that the applicant involved dem-
onstrate the following:

‘(1) The applicant and all direct providers
of services have the experience, infrastruc-
ture, and expertise needed to ensure the
quality and effectiveness of services, which
may be demonstrated by any of the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) Compliance with all local, city, coun-
ty, or State requirements for licensing, ac-
creditation, or certification (if any) which
are applicable to the proposed project.

“(B) A minimum of two years experience
providing comparable services that do not
require licensing, accreditation, or certifi-
cation.

‘(C) Certification as a Medicaid service
provider, including health care for the home-
less programs and community health cen-
ters.

‘(D) An executed agreement with a rel-
evant State or local government agency that
will provide oversight over the mental
health, substance abuse, or other services
that will be delivered by the project.

‘(2) There is a mechanism for determining
whether residents are chronically homeless.
Such a mechanism may rely on local data
systems or records of shelter admission. If
there are no sources of data regarding the
duration or number of homeless episodes, or
if such data are unreliable for the purposes
of this subsection, an applicant must dem-
onstrate that the project will implement ap-
propriate procedures, taking into consider-
ation the capacity of local homeless service
providers to document episodes of homeless-
ness and the challenges of engaging persons
who have been chronically homeless, to
verify that an individual or family meets the
definition for being chronically homeless
under this section.

‘“(3) The applicant participates in a local,
regional, or statewide homeless management
information system.

“(j) DURATION OF INITIAL AND RENEWAL
GRANTS; ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS REGARDING
RENEWAL GRANTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2)
and (3), the period during which payments
are made to a grantee under subsection (a)
shall be in accordance with the following:

‘“(A) In the case of the initial grant, the pe-
riod of payments shall be not less than three
yvears and not more than five years.

‘(B) In the case of a subsequent grant (re-
ferred to in this subsection as a ‘renewal
grant’), the period of payments shall be not
more than five years.

‘(2) ANNUAL APPROVAL; AVAILABILITY OF
APPROPRIATIONS; NUMBER OF GRANTS.—The
provision of payments under an initial or re-
newal grant is subject to annual approval by
the Secretary of the payments and to the
availability of appropriations for the fiscal
year involved to make the payments. This
subsection may not be construed as estab-
lishing a limitation on the number of grants
under subsection (a) that may be made to an
entity.

*“(3) ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS REGARDING RE-
NEWAL GRANTS.—

““(A) COMPLIANCE WITH MINIMUM STAND-
ARDS.—A renewal grant may be made by the
Secretary only if the Secretary determines
that the applicant involved has, in the
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project carried out with the grant, main-
tained compliance with minimum standards
for quality and successful outcomes for hous-
ing retention, as determined by the Sec-
retary.

‘(B) AMOUNT.—The maximum amount of a
renewal grant under this subsection shall
not exceed an amount equal to—

‘(i) 75 percent of the amount of Federal
funds provided in the final year of the initial
grant period; or

‘‘(ii) 50 percent of the total costs of sus-
taining the program funded under the grant
at the level provided for in the year pre-
ceding the year for which the renewal grant
is being awarded;

as determined by the Secretary.

“(K) STRATEGIC PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES
AND REPORTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, as a
condition of the receipt of grants under sub-
section (a), require grantees to provide data
regarding the performance outcomes of the
projects carried out under the grants. Con-
sistent with the requirements and proce-
dures established by the Secretary, each
grantee shall measure and report specific
performance outcomes related to the long-
term goals of increasing stability within the
community for people who have been chron-
ically homeless, and decreasing the recur-
rence of periods of homelessness.

‘“(2) PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES.—The per-
formance outcomes described under para-
graph (1) shall include, with respect to indi-
viduals who have been chronically home-
less—

“(A) improvements in housing stability;

‘“(B) improvements in employment and
education;

‘“(C) reductions in problems related to sub-
stance abuse;

‘(D) reductions in problems related to
mental health disorders; and

“(E) other areas as the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate.

‘“(3) COORDINATION AND CONSISTENCY WITH
OTHER HOMELESS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—

‘““(A) PROCEDURES.—In establishing stra-
tegic performance outcomes and reporting
requirements under paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall develop and implement proce-
dures that minimize the costs and burdens to
grantees and program participants, and that
are practical, streamlined, and designed for
consistency with the requirements of the
homeless assistance programs administered
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment.

‘“(B) APPLICANT COORDINATION.—Applicants
under this section shall coordinate with
community stakeholders, including partici-
pants in the local homeless management in-
formation system, concerning the develop-
ment of systems to measure performance
outcomes and with the Secretary for assist-
ance with data collection and measurements
activities.

‘“(4) REPORT.—A grantee shall submit an
annual report to the Secretary that—

‘““(A) identifies the grantee’s progress to-
wards achieving its strategic performance
outcomes; and

‘(B) describes other activities conducted
by the grantee to increase the participation,
housing stability, and other improvements
in outcomes for individuals who have been
chronically homeless.

‘(1) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—
The Secretary, directly or through awards of
grants or contracts to public or nonprofit
private entities, shall provide training and
technical assistance regarding the planning,
development, and provision of services in
projects under subsection (a).

‘‘(m) BIENNIAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not
later than two years after the date of the en-
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actment of the Services for Ending Long-
Term Homelessness Act, and biennially
thereafter, the Secretary shall submit to the
Congress a report on projects under sub-
section (a) that includes a summary of infor-
mation received by the Secretary under sub-
section (k), and that describes the impact of
the program under subsection (a) as part of
a comprehensive strategy for ending long
term homelessness and improving outcomes
for individuals with mental illness and sub-
stance abuse problems.

‘‘(n) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) The term ‘chronically homeless’
means an individual or family who—

‘“(A) is currently homeless;

“(B) has been homeless continuously for at
least one year or has been homeless on at
least four separate occasions in the last
three years; and

‘“(C) has an adult head of household with a
disabling condition, defined as a diagnosable
substance use disorder, serious mental ill-
ness, developmental disability, or chronic
physical illness or disability, including the
co-occurrence of two or more of these condi-
tions.

‘“(2) The term ‘disabling condition’ means a
condition that limits an individual’s ability
to work or perform one or more activities of
daily living.

“(3) The term ‘homeless’ means sleeping in
a place not meant for human habitation or
in an emergency homeless shelter.

‘“(4)(A) The term ‘permanent supportive
housing’ means permanent, affordable hous-
ing with flexible support services that are
available and designed to help the tenants
stay housed and build the necessary skills to
live as independently as possible. Such term
does not include housing that is time-lim-
ited. Supportive housing offers residents as-
sistance in reaching their full potential,
which may include opportunities to secure
other housing that meets their needs and
preferences, based on individual choice in-
stead of the requirements of time-limited
transitional programs. Under this section,
permanent affordable housing includes but is
not limited to permanent housing funded or
assisted through title IV of the McKinney-
Vento Homeless Assistance Act and section
(8) of the United States Housing Act of 1937.

‘(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
term ‘affordable’ means within the financial
means of individuals who are extremely low
income, as defined by the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development.

‘“(0) FUNDING.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis-
cal years 2006 through 2010.

“(2) ALLOCATION FOR TRAINING AND TECH-
NICAL ASSISTANCE.—Of the amount appro-
priated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal year,
the Secretary may reserve not more than 3
percent for carrying out subsection (1).”.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I join with
my colleagues, Senators DEWINE, DODD
and BURR to introduce the Services for
Ending Long-Term Homelessness Act,
(SELHA).

It is estimated that two to three mil-
lion Americans experience a period of
homelessness in a given year. While the
majority of these individuals find
themselves homeless for a brief period
of time, a growing segment are experi-
encing prolonged periods of homeless-
ness. Roughly 200,000 to 250,000 Ameri-
cans fall under the category of chron-
ically homeless.
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In March 2003, former Department of
Health and Human Services Secretary
Tommy Thompson issued a report from
a work group and an interagency sub-
committee that was assembled to de-
fine the issues and challenges facing
the chronically homeless and develop a
comprehensive approach to bringing
the appropriate services and treat-
ments to this population of individuals
who typically fall outside of main-
stream support programs.

Similarly, the President’s New Free-
dom Commission on Mental Health rec-
ommended the development of a com-
prehensive plan to facilitate access to
permanent supportive housing for indi-
viduals and families who are chron-
ically homeless. However, affordable
housing, alone, is not enough for many
chronically homeless to achieve sta-
bility. This population also needs flexi-
ble, mobile, and individualized support
services to sustain them in housing.

The legislation we are introducing
today is critical to the development
and implementation of more effective
strategies to combat chronic homeless-
ness through improved service delivery
and coordination across Federal agen-
cies serving this population. It directs
the Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration to co-
ordinate their efforts not only with the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, but with other Federal de-
partments and the various agencies
within the Department of Health and
Human Services that provide sup-
portive services.

Mr. President, SELHA is an impor-
tant bipartisan measure which will
help to ensure that the growing num-
ber of Americans experiencing chronic
homelessness have access to the range
of supportive services they need to get
them back on their feet, living in per-
manent supportive housing and taking
the steps necessary to become produc-
tive and active members of our com-
munities again.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues toward expeditious passage
of this legislation.

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, and Mr. STEVENS):

S. 711. A bill to amend the Methane
Hydrate Research and Development
Act of 2000 to reauthorize that Act and
to promote the research, identifica-
tion, assessment, exploration, and de-
velopment of methane hydrate re-
sources; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill to re-author-
ize a critical program for our energy
future. It is widely believed that the
U.S. must diversify its energy portfolio
and explore new domestic sources and
technologies for energy to curb our de-
pendence on foreign oil. As a senior
member of the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources, I know we have
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been assessing the potential for a vari-
ety of energy sources for the future in-
cluding natural gas, clean coal tech-
nology, nuclear energy, renewable en-
ergy, and others. This bill, the Meth-
ane Hydrate Research and Develop-
ment Reauthorization Act of 2005, will
reauthorize a small but important pro-
gram on methane hydrate research and
development, a key and abundant non-
conventional source of energy.

I would like to extend my apprecia-
tion to my cosponsors, Senators MUR-
KOWSKI and STEVENS, who share my in-
terest and determination in exploring
the potential of methane hydrates for
energy production. We share a common
goal to see that we fully understand
the prospects for this domestic energy
resource. This new legislation will fos-
ter the research and development need-
ed to expand our knowledge to better
assess both the opportunities and chal-
lenges this potential energy resource
presents. Our legislation provides for a
higher level of scientific research and
partnering between government agen-
cies, academic institutions, and indus-
try.

The United States and the world will
require substantially increased quan-
tities of natural gas, electricity, and
transportation fuels over the next 20
years. Global competition for tight-
ening supplies of oil and natural gas
with emerging economies such as
China and India will drive energy
prices higher, and makes it apparent
that the United States needs to cap-
italize upon its domestic energy re-
sources. The United States must con-
tinue to diversify and expand the Na-
tion’s access to natural gas supplies
through continuing research and devel-
opment efforts in technologies for tap-
ping non-conventional natural gas sup-
plies, such as methane hydrates.

Methane hydrates were discovered in
the 1960s and consist of methane gas
trapped in lattice-like ice. They are
found largely in ocean bottom sedi-
ments lying below 450 meters and in
permafrost. There are several published
estimates of the total amount of meth-
ane stored in gas hydrates worldwide.
These estimates vary. However, it is
widely believed that there is more en-
ergy potentially stored in methane hy-
drates than in all other known fossil
fuel reserves, combined. The National
Commission on Energy Policy’s De-
cember 2004 report, Ending the Energy
Stalemate—A Bipartisan Strategy To
Meet America’s Energy Challenges, es-
timated that the United States could
possess one quarter of the world’s sup-
ply of methane hydrates.

The United States will consume in-
creasing volumes of natural gas well
into the 2l1st century. United States
natural gas consumption is expected to
increase from approximately 22 trillion
cubic feet in 2003 to more than 32 tril-
lion cubic feet in 2020—a projected in-
crease of 40 percent. Natural gas is ex-
pected to take on a greater role in
power generation, largely because of
the increasing demand for clean fuels
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and the relatively low capital costs of
building new natural gas-fired power
equipment. The National Commission
on Energy Policy reported that the
United States resource base may con-
tain up to two hundred thousand tril-
lion cubic feet of methane, onshore in
the Alaskan permafrost, and offshore
on much of the Nation’s deep conti-
nental shelf. If even one percent of the
estimated domestic resource base
proves commercially viable, it would
roughly double the Nation’s tech-
nically recoverable natural gas re-
serves, according to the Department of
Energy’s Office of Fossil Energy.

Given the growing demand for nat-
ural gas, the development of new, cost-
effective supplies can play a major role
in moderating price increases and en-
suring consumer confidence in the
long-term availability of reliable, af-
fordable fuel. Today, the potential to
extract commercially-relevant quan-
tities of natural gas from hydrates is
not yet viable. With no incentive to
fund its own research and development,
the private sector is not vigorously
pursuing the research currently needed
that could make methane hydrates
technically and economically viable.
Therefore, cooperation between the
federal government and private indus-
try remains the best effort in which
the United States can explore the via-
bility of an energy resource whose
long-range possibilities might one day
dramatically change the world’s energy
portfolio.

Uncertainties exist regarding the na-
ture of these deposits and, in par-
ticular, how best to extract the enor-
mous quantity of natural gas they con-
tain in an economic and environ-
mentally sensitive manner. However,
some alternatives are worse. For exam-
ple, transporting natural gas from for-
eign gas fields to the United States by
shipping it in liquid form at negative
162 degrees Celsius is an expensive un-
dertaking and one that is attractive to
terrorists. Methane hydrates, on the
other hand, can be found domestically,
in Alaska and the Gulf of Mexico, and
with our ally to the north, Canada. Hy-
drates are likely to provide commer-
cially viable natural gas supplies by
2025. Their long term potential to meet
United States energy demands for nat-
ural gas is considerable.

The Methane Hydrate Research Act
of 2000 invigorated methane hydrate re-
search in the United States. The act
also mandated that the National Re-
search Council study the program initi-
ated by the act and to make rec-
ommendations for future research and
development needs. Without a doubt,
the National Research Council con-
cluded in its 2004 report, Charting the
Future of Methane Hydrate Research
in the United States, that the TU.S.
must continue its investment in hy-
drates research and development be-
cause of the size of the resource. Fur-
thermore, the report commended the
program’s excellent coordination and
cooperation between federal agencies,
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industry, and academia involved in
methane hydrates research. The legis-
lation I am introducing incorporates
the recommendations of the National
Research Council, and improves upon
the act by requiring external scientific
peer reviews, strengthening the advi-
sory panel, broadening the field work
proposals to include test wells, increas-
ing the appropriations needed to con-
duct the research, and emphasizing the
need to promote education and train-
ing in the field of methane hydrate re-
search and resource development. The
bill also incorporates comments from
the Department of Energy.

Mr. President, science and tech-
nology have and will continue to help
us learn more about our world, and I
believe, help us solve some of our
toughest problems, not only do